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CURRENT TOPICS. 


We unperstanp that the annual provincial meeting of 
the Incorporated Law Society will be held at Liverpool 
on the 13th and 14th days of October next. 


We HAVE REACHED the end of July and the following 
is the state of progress of the two great measures of law 
reform :—The Land Transfer Bill, which was introduced 
in the House of Lords on the 9th of February, and was 
passed by that House on March 19th, is stillin committee 
of the Commons ; and, out of the 125 clauses it contains, 
the 41st only has been reached, and but little progress 
has been made in the discussion of that clause. The 
Judicature Act Amendment Bill was introduced in the 
Tords on April 9th, and by the 29th of that month it had 

through committee. That abundance of time 
was left for conducting the bill through the Commons 
before this, is evident from the fact that in the busy 
session of 1873 the Judicature Act was passed by the 
lords on May 5th; yet that Act of 100 sections, with a 
shedule of rules, reached the stage of agreement by the 
lords to the Commons’ amendments on July 31st, 
and received the royal assent on August Sth. The 
amending Bill of this year, though it contains but 30 
sections, is still in committee of the Commons, and 
the schedule of rules, which are to regulate the future 
procedure of the courts, remains to be discussed. The 
state of the notice paper shows the important questions 
Which will be raised on this part of the Bill, and we 
must protest against the course of management which 
has left them to be discussed at the fag end of a ses- 
sion, when half the legal members of the House are 
absent on circuit. 


Tuz resutt of this week’s discussion in committee 
onthe Agricultural Holdings Bill will be to render the 
tues relating to notice to quit one of the most compli- 
tated branches of the law. When a client comes to 
consult his lawyer on any point relating to this subject, 
after the new law is in operation, he must be asked first 
of all, What is your holding? Is it either “ wholly 
agricultural or wholly pastoral, or in part agricultural 
and as to the residue pastoral ?” If it is, the client will be 
entitled to, and must give, a year’s notice to quit. But 
the answer in the negative to this question will not neces- 
sarily show that a half-year’s notice is sufficient, for, 
although the occupation of the tenant may include subjects 
not coming within these descriptions, it may not all be 

under the same contract of tenancy. Thetenant, since 
he took his agricultural or pastoral land, may have taken 
ftom the same landlord a brickfield, or a quarry, or a 
com-mill, agreeing that an addition shall be made to his 
odrent in respect of these. In this case, although the 
ccupation of the tenant is neither wholly agricultural 
Ror wholly pastoral, nor in part agricultural and as to the 








residue pastoral, he will be entitled to, and must give, one 
year’s notice to quit the farm he first took, because it is only 
the “holding” which must fulfil the requisites above men- 
tioned, and the holding, by the interpretation clause, in- 
cludes only “ all land held by the same tenant of the same 
landlord, for the same term, and under the same contract 
of tenancy.” Hence, question No. 2 must be asked, Do 
you hold all your premises under the same contract, for 
the same term, and under the same landlord? Then, 
holdings of land under five acres (altered on 
Thursday to two acres) are excepted from the 
operation of the Bill. Question No. 3 must there- 
fore be, What is the extent of your holding? 
When these questions are answered, there arises 
next the inquiry whether the contract of tenancy 
was current at the commencement of the Act, and, 
if so, whether due notice was given within two 
months, by landlord or tenant, that the Act should not 
apply, in accordance with the new clause substituted on 
Thursday for the absurdly cumbrous provision formerly 
made for current tenancies. If the tenancy was not 
current at the commencement of the Act, the question 
must be asked whether there was any agreement between 
landlord and tenant that the Act should not apply. As- 
suming this question to be answered in the negative, 
there will then arise the points raised by Mr. Egerton’s 
amendment, accepted by the Government on Wednesday, 
which provides that the clause as to notice to quit shall 
be inapplicable if the tenant “for five months is in 
arrear of his rent, the same having been lawfully de- 
manded in writing, and not paid within fourteen days 
after such demand.” It is useless to speculate on the 
difficulties which may be raised on this clause until the 
Bill has been reprinted and we see the exact form in 
which it will ultimately be passed. But we may, per- 
haps, be permitted to inquire whether “lawfully de- 
manded” means demanded according to the formalities 
required by the law on re-entry? Surely it cannot be 
intended to extend the operation of these antiquated 
rules. If not, what does this expression signify ? 





Tue Pustic will look with interest for the result of 
the inquiry promised by the Attorney-General into the 
“cause of the inaccuracy of the information ” which led 
him into his extraordinary reply, on Tuesday week, to Mr. 
C. E. Lewis’s question with reference to the committal of 
Smallbone for contempt of court by the county court 
judge at Farnham. The object of that reply appeared 
to be to exculpate the county court judge by showing 
that his forgetfulness of the Debtors Act, 1869, wasshared 
by “registrar, counsel, and solicitors;’’ and also by a 
learned baron of the Exchequer. It is obvious enough 
that if every word of this statement were true it would 
furnish no excuse whatever for a judge who was so 
dazzled by the glories of his paternal jurisdiction to 
commit for contempt as to overlook the provisions of an 
important statute. But in point of fact a material 
part of the statement is now admitted to be untrue. 
Mr. Baron Huddleston has informed the Attorney- 
General that the Act of 1869 was carefully discussed be- 
fore him, and that Smallbone was discharged upon the 
express ground of the illegality of his committal, And 
Mr. Henderson, of Reading, the solicitor who acted 
for Smallbone, writes to a Reading newspaper to 
state that the learned baron, in discharging the 
prisoner, made “some very strong remarks upon 
the illegality of his arrest and imprisonment.’ He 
adds that Smallbone was not represented by counsel 
or solicitor when he was committed, and that after 
he had been in prison nearly four months, he (Mr. 
Henderson) “applied personally to the county court 
judge on several occasions for a suspension of the order 
of committal, and was on each occasion refused and 
somewhat reprimanded” for his pains. The public are 
entitled to an explanation of how the “ gentleman con- 
nected with the legal department of the Treasury, of 

39 








THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. July 31, 1875, 


———_—_—____ 





great experience,” in his zeal to shield the county court 
judge, came to make these misleading representations to 
the Attorney-General; and it would also be interesting 
to know whether the theory broached by the Attorney- 
General, that it is the duty of solicitors practising in 
county courts to teach the judges the elements of 
the law which they are every day called on to 
administer, had its origin, also, with this gen- 
tleman “ of great experience.” Ifso it may furnish a 
key to the mystery of certain appointments to the county 
court bench, which are said to have been made under 
pressure from the Treasury. 





Ix commenTING recently upon a decision of the Chief 
Judge in Bankruptcy, in Hx parte Elworthy (23 W. R. 
790), where the debtor's statement showed that his debts 
were £130 and his assets £7, we ventured to express an 
opinion that this decision would open a way to the 
evasion, by means of a merely nominal composition, of 
the salutary rule laid down by Mr. Registrar Roche, 
acting as Chief Judge, in Ex parte Ash (16 S. J. 574) 
that resolutions in favour of liquidation by arrangement 
ought not to be registered when, on the debtor's own 
showing, he has no assets to be administered. It is satis- 
factory to find that the Chief Judge recognizes the 
importance of this principle. Ina case of Ex parte Staff, 
heard before him on Monday, a debtor, whose debts, ac- 
cording to his statement of affairs, were £540, while his 
assets amounted only to £32, filed a liquidation petition, 
and his creditors passed resolutions for a liquidation by 
arrangement and to give the debtor an immediate dis- 
charge. Most of the creditors were friendly, but one 
opposed the registration of the resolutions. The regis- 
trar refused to register them on the ground that to do 
so would be opposed to Ex parte Sir W. Russell 
(L. R. 10 Ch. 263), where it will be remembered 
Lord Justice Mellish held that resolutions passed 
with the intent to discharge the debtor, without any real 
benefit to the creditors, could not stand against the ob- 
jection of the minority. The Chief Judge affirmed the 
registrar’s decision, characterizing the petition as an 
abuse of the procedure of the court. That procedure, 
he said, must not be used for iniquitous or for merely 
idle purposes, and he considered that both these 
elements of objection eristed in the case before him. It 
may be hoped that this decision will have the effect of 
putting a stop tothe revival of the ancient process of 
“ whitewashing.” 


WirHIN THE LAST TWO YEARS we have reported two 
trials at assizes of actions for negligence against solici- 
tors. In one, the plaintiff's counsel admitted that the 
defendant had not committed any moral wrong or 
shown any ignorance of the law, and the jury unhesitat- 
ingly found for the defendant. In the other, which we 
report to-day, and which has caused intense interest 
among the Midland practitioners, the case never reached 
the jury, for the plaintiffs’ counsel was compelled to 
give up his case. Judging from the shorthand notes of 
the proceedings now before us, a more trumpery case 
never was brought into court, and the learned judge, in 
saying that the action ought never to have been brought, 
and that there was no case against the defendants, 
expressed very mildly the feeling of indignation which 
these utterly unsupported charges must excite. 








Lord Justice James announced on Thursday that there 
will be another sitting of the Court of Appeal in Bank- 
ruptey on Thursday next, the 5th of August. The court, 
he said, intended, if possible, to dispose of all the bankrupt 
appeals before the Long Vacation. At this time of the 
year parties were in the habit of presenting appeals sim- 
ply for the purpose of delay, and their lordships would en- 
deavour to defeat that object. 








See 


THE RATING ACT, 1874. 


Tue questions that arise with respect to the rating ¢ 
different kinds of hereditaments to the poor rate ap 
among the most difficult that the law presents for goly, 
tion. Those relating to rateable value, apart from 
arithmetical details, are generally of great in 
and are capable of solutions which gratify the intelleg 
as being based on the substance of things, and not 
mere technicalities. The process by which the anny 
value of the hereditament is ascertained involves th 
application of politico-economical considerations of mug} 
nicety and importance. When, however, the question, 
not of rateable value, but of what constitutes a rateable 
subject, is dealt with, a less satisfactory region of inqui 
is entered. The answer to this question depends, ip 
some cases, upon the mere language of statutes, and jp 
others upon difficulties inherent in the nature of things 
The mind is not so satisfied with the results, becaus 
they frequently depend on differences of an unsubstantigl 
character. For instance, mines other than coal ming 
have been long excluded from liability to be rated, be. 
cause the statute of Elizabeth, expressly mentioning coq 
mines, was held to have impliedly excluded other ming 
from the general word “hereditaments.” There being 
no reason whatever, in substance, why mines should not 
be rateable like any other hereditaments, an extremely 
unsatisfactory legal anomaly was thus produced. Other 
instances of distinctions not completely satisfactory, 
though inevitable, may be found with regard to the 
rateability of fixtures. Real property only being rateable, 
and the line which divides realty from personalty being 
in some cases very fine, numerous instances occurin which 
the difference between rateability and non-rateability 
depends on very delicate distinctions and apparently uw. 
substantial considerations. 

Again, with respect to rights of an incorporeal natur 
connected with property in land, unsatisfactory results 
arose. It was held that corporeal hereditaments only 
were within the statute, and consequently that 
merely incorporeal right, such as a profit a prendre, 
could not be rated. As long, however, as the right 
of full enjoyment remained in connection with the 
corporeal occupation of the soil, the soil was rateable at 
its full value, including the value of the various accessor 
ial rights connected with it. But directly an accessorial 
right was severed from the occupation of the soil and 
became incorporeal, its value was lost as a subjectof 
rateability. Thus, the right to game, being a right ration 
soli as long as it remained in the hands of the occupier, 
was included in the estimate of the rateable value of the 
land, but when severed from the occupation of the land 
and reserved in the hands of the landlord, or let to 
another person, it ceased to be rateable. It seems very 
doubtful whether the decisions which established this 
state of things were originally sound law. It is surely 
arguable that the law ought, in considering questions 
of rateability, to have refused to consider the rateable 
hereditament otherwise thant in what may be termed its 
natural legal state—i.c., as involving all rights of enjoy- 
ment prima facie connected with and appurtenant to its 
possession, considering any separation of such rights a 
a mere private arrangement for division of the profits, of 
which, so far as rateability was concerned, no cognizance 
could be taken, 

Another case in which land became non-rateable 
was that of lands used for woods and _ plantations, 
not being saleable underwoods. Inasmuch as 
statute of Elizabeth expressly mentioned saleable under 
woods, it was held that other woods were not rateable, 0 
the same principle as mines other than coal mines wet? 
held not to be rateable. Apart, also, from the difficulty 
arising from the words of the statute, there was, in the 
nature of things, a difficulty in rating woods and plam 
tations, because the annual value is the subject of rating 
and there is a difficulty in estimating the annual value 
where the subject-matter does not produce any 
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profit. The sense of the anomalies and injustice pro- 
duced by the non-rateability of mines, other than coal 
mines, and of game rights and woodlands became at 

so strong, that the Legislature passed the Rating 
Act of 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. 54), by which an attempt 
gas made to provide a remedy. 

We propose to offer a few observations on the provi- 
gions of that Act. It is provided by the 3rd section that 
the poor rate Acts shall apply to certain hereditaments 
asif they had been mentioned in the 43 Eliz.—that is to 
say, (1) to land used for a plantation, or a wood, or for the 

wth of saleable underwood and not subject to any 
aight of common; (2) to rights of fowling, shooting, 
taking or killing game or rabbits, and fishing, when 
severed from the occupation of the land; and (3) to mines 
of every kind not mentioned in the recited Act. Certain 
provisions are then made as to the mode of rating the 
hereditaments thus constituted rateable subjects. The 
remarks which we shall make concern provisions with 
regard to land used only for a plantation or a wood, and 
game rights. 

With regard to the former, it is provided that “if 
land is used only for a plantation or a wood, the 
value shall be estimated as if the land, instead of 
being a plantation or a wood, were let and occupied in 
its natural and unimproved state.” The meaning of 
this provision has been much questioned and has given 
rise to much difficulty. The words “and occupied” are 
worthy of observation. They seem to exclude the capacity 
for future improvement, and require that the land should 
be considered as continuing as it may be imagined to exist 
in its natural state. The importance of this is obvious. 
Iand in its unimproved state is of different degrees 
of fertility for agricultural purposes. Its situation like- 
wise would, if it were to be applied to such purposes, 
greatly assist in determining its value. All such con- 
siderations are excluded by the words “and occupied.” 
The land must be considered as in its natural and unim- 
proved state, and not with reference to its capacity for 
being improved. 

It is obvious what a very difficult inquiry is prescribed 
by the application of these words. The valuer has to 
speculate what the value of the land would be if it were 
ina state in which it is not. The elements for such an 
inquiry can hardly in most cases be present. The 
natural and unimproved value would appear to be such 
value as the land might possess for the production of 
such wild grasses or other spontaneous vegetation as 
would be produced if it were allowed to revert to its 
ptimitive wildness. In the neighbourhood of bare downs 
or moors it might be tolerably easy to speculate on the 
value of such land, but in the midst of a highly cultivated 
country, where the land is in a very artificial state, it 
would be very difficult. Again, in the case of woods and 
plantations created within the memory of man, the value 
might more easily be conjectured, but in the case of land 
which has been woodland from time immemorial what is 
tobedone? The natural state of the land was wood- 
land so far as anybody knows. But clearly its value 
as woodland is not to be taken. The words “ instead 
of being a plantation or a wood” seem to preclude 
that. In such a case it would seem that the trees 
and their roots must be supposed to be removed and 
the land be supposed to be wild and without trees. 
But then, again, trees exhaust the value of the soil, like 
any other vegetation. In a natural forest the decay of dead 
trees restores to the soil the elements on which fresh trees 
feed. Therefore it will not do to imagine the trees cut 
down and taken away simpliciter. It is the value of the soil 
4 it would have been if there never had been any trees 
Which must be taken. For the purposes of the Act, there- 
fore, in order to get at the value of the soil in its natural 
and unimproved state, in some cases you must con jecture 
What never was its natural and unimproved state in 
tality. Moreover, how far back is the process to go ? 
Probably at some period most of the soil of these islands 

ed the bed of a sea. 





Enough has been said to show the extremely unsatis- 
factory nature of the provision and the impossibility 
of accurately applying it. It will practically be applied, 
we should suppose, so far as woodland is concerned, 
by the imposition upon it of some trifling per-centage 
of the value of neighbouring agricultural land. It 
would have been better, however, if the Act had given 
some definite means of attributing to such land an 
arbitrary or conventional value for rating purposes. 
Such a provision would probably have been hard to carry, 
because landowners would not have been prepared to 
concede what would have satisfied ratepayers, and one 
great object at the present day is that Acts should be 
carried for the credit of the party introducing them, in 
order that great reforms may seem to be made; the un- 
fortunate officials charged with their execution being left 
to interpret them somehow. 

With regard to sporting rights the provisions of 
the Act involve considerable difficulty, especially when 
taken in conjunction with the provisions as to wood- 
lands. The provisions are (1) that when the right 
of sporting is severed from the land and is not let, 
and the owner of such right receives rent for the 
land, the right shall not be separately valued or 
rated, but the gross and rateable value of the land shall 
be estimated as if the right were not severed, and if the 
rateable value is increased thereby, the occupier, in the 
absence of express contract to the contrary, may 
deduct the amount of increase on the rate from 
his rent; and (2) that when the right of sporting, 
severed from the occupation of the land, is let, 
either the owner or the lessee of such right may be rated. 
It will be seen, therefore, that in the one case the sporting 
right is to be valued as a separate incorporeal heredita- 
ment; in the other it is to be treated mierely as an 
accessorial right. This is in itself anomalous, and it is 
very conceivable that it may lead to difficulties in re- 
spect of valuation. It by no means follows that the 
measure of value is the same when the right is estimated 


in connection with the occupation of the land and when 


it is not. Suppose a right of shooting extending over 
several farms or occupations, it does not follow, if the 
right were parcelled out among the various occupations, 
that the value of the parts would equal that of the whole. 
If, therefore, in cases where the shooting is reserved and 
not let, the valuation is to be as if in fact the different 
parts of the shooting actually went to the different oc- 
cupiers, as accessory to their holdings, the value may be 
different from what it would be if, the shooting over all 
the occupation being let, it were valued under the Act 
as an entire separate hereditament. We cannot think this 
was intended. We suppose in practice this question will 
be solved, like the other, by a rough sort of rule of thumb. 
So much an acre in respect of game rights will be put on 
according to the character of the land, whether woods, 
moors, arable, or grazing, as the case may be, without any 
nice considerations as to the actual differences of value 
in different pieces of land. 

An almost amusing absurdity occurs with regard to 
woodlands in relation to game rights. The provision 
is that woodlands shall be valued as if in their natural 
and unimproved state, é.e., without trees; but suppose 
the woodland be full of pheasants which would not 
be there but for the trees, is the game value to be 
lost? Common sense says not, but the wording of 
the Act is very imperfect. If the game value is to 
be considered, a cloud of minor difficulties arise. 
Three cases may arise: the woodland may be let, the 
landlord reserving the game iv his own hands; it may 
be let, the landlord reserving the game and letting it; it 
may be in the occupation of the owner. In these cases 
is the unimproved value apart from the game value to be 
a subject of rateability, plus the game value, or is the 
latter alone to be taken? Clearly, when the game Is 
rated in the hands of a lessee, there is no reason why the 
occupier of the land should not be rated in respect of the 
hypothetical unimproved value for pasturage, &c. If 
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both are to be rated in this case, why not in the other 
eases? Our view is that the game value must form a 
separate element in ascertaining the rateable value, though, 
when the shooting is not let, the game and the land 
are not to be valued separately. This view, however, 
involves the logical absurdity of supposing the land to be 
in one state—i.e., its actual state of woodland—with 
pheasants in it for one purpose, and in a hypothetical 
unimproved state without wood for another purpose. On 
the whole, the Act seems to afford matter for very intri- 
cate and ingenious speculations. 





RE-INSURANCE. 


WE cannot but regret that the important question raised 
in Mackenzie v. Whitworth (23 W. R. 323, L. R. 10 Ex. 
142) was not mide the subject of a considered judgment 
by the Court of Exchequer. That question was, whether, 
in a policy of re-insurance, the risk was correctly de- 
scribed as ‘‘ on goods,” without any addition in the policy 
showing that it was a re-insurance—in other words, 
whether a policy of re-insurance must state that the 
transaction is a re-insurance. One would suppose that 
only the fact of all re-insurance of sea risks having been 
till lately prohibited by statute in this country could have 
postponed to so late a date the decision of this question ; 
but yet, in America, where no prohibition against re- 
insurance has existed, the authorities show by no means 
a clear and decided opinion. Phillips (par. 498), indeed, 
concludes that the better doctrine is that an assured may 
effect a re-insurance directly on the insured subject, 
without any disclosure in the policy or otherwise that 
it is a re-insurance, but the decided cases are by no 
means consistent. 

The Court of Exchequer have decided that the risk was 
well described, and that the re-insurer need not disclose 
the fact that it is a re-insurance. The case is on its 
way to the Exchequer Chamber. We shall not venture 
to predict the ultimate decision, but we may remark that, 
on the one hand, there is great force in the argument 
on which the judgment is based, that it is in general 
enough in policies to describe the subject-matter, 
leaving the nature and extent of the interest to be 
shown by evidence. The analogy is certainly very close 
between the case of re-insurance and that of insurance 
by the bailees of goods whose only interest is in respect of 
their liability over to the bailors, as in the case of carriers 
(Crowley v. Cohen, 3 B.&Ad.478). Upon the other hand, 
if it is made out to be a universal practice specifically to 
describe re-insurance as such, and not to include it under a 
policy on goods without more, it is not so clear that the way 
in which that argument against the validity of the policy 
was met by the Court of Exchequer is sound. In Glover 
v. Black (3 Burr. 1394) effect was given to such a usage 
with respect to policies on bottomry and respondentia i 
and considering that the phrase, “ on goods,” is itself not 
@ precise one, there seems no reason why mercantile 
usage should not be admitted to limit its meaning. On 
this point we incline to think too much weight was at- 
tached to the finding of the jury, who, on the plea of 
concealment, negatived the materiality of the undisclosed 
fact that the policy was one of re-insurance. There 
being no rule, on the ground that the verdict was against 
evidence, the court said it must be taken that the fact 
which was not disclosed was immaterial. But it may be 
doubted whether this was not pushing the effect of the 
finding beyond its due limits. All that can properly be 
inferred from it is that in this particular instance it was 
immaterial, assuming that the policy properly described 
the subject-matter of insurance. But if this fact was so 
far regarded among brokers and underwriters as im- 
portant as to form the basis of a universal practice not 
to regard a policy as one of re-insurance unless it was so 
described, that is a point to which the finding of the jury 
did not apply ; and the finding the less deserved to have 
this extended effect given to it, as the court were evidently 





kee ———5 
not quite satisfied that it could be supported. ‘Thy 
distinction may appear subtle, but we believe it ‘to he 
nevertheless a sound and just one, and the argumen; 
founded on the verdict has a somewhat ad captanduy 
look. 

It may be added that in Gregory v. Christie (3 Doug, 
419), cited by Pollock, B., in support of his opinion, the 
policy on “ goods, specie, and effects’? which was there 
held to cover money advanced by a master for the benefit 
of the ship, was so held upon an express custom in the 
East India trade to insure such advances in those terms, 
That case, therefore, so far as it has any bearing on the 
question, is in favour of giving effect to the evidence of 
usage. 





Recent BHecistans. 


EQUITY. 
ARBITRATIONS UNDER THE LANDS Criavsess Act, 
In re Harper, M.R., 23 W. R. 371, L. R. 20 Eq. 39, 


The Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, while giving 
power to the courts of common law to refer matters to 
an arbitrator, took the opportunity of making several 
most important amendments in the general law and 
practice of arbitrations. In effecting this, the Act, in 
some sections, divides arbitrations into “ compulsory 
references under this Act’’ and ‘references by consent 
of parties ;”’ the improvements made in the practice being 
applicable to both these classes. The question at once 
arises with respect to a most important body of arbi. 
trations, viz., those made under special Acts, or general 
Acts such as the Lands Clauses Act, whether they come 
within the description “references by consent,” for if 
they do not, it is clear that they cannot participate in 
the beneficial alterations effected by the Act of 1854, 
In the recent case the Master of the Rolis, who had 
previously held in the same matter (Kx parte Harper, 2% 
W. R. 942, L. R. 18 Eq. 539) that the reference to 
arbitration of a disputed question of compensation under 
section 25 of the Lands Clauses Act is a submission to 
arbitration by consent within the 17th section of the Act 
of 1854, withdrew that opinion, on the ground that two 
cases decided in the Common Pleas, namely, in 
Newbold and Metropolitan Railway Company (14 C.B. 
N. S. 405), and Rhodes v. Airedale Drainage Com. 
missioners (L. R. 9 C. P. 508), had not been cited to him 
on the previous occasion. “If either or both of those 
cases,” he says, “had been cited, I should unhesitatingly 
have followed them, they being decisions of a court of 
co-ordinate jurisdiction, much as I should lament the 
narrow view which appears to me to have been taken of 
a very beneficial statute. The result, therefore, 
of these decisions is this, that the beneficial operation of 
the Act of 1854, which I think was intended to apply # 
every kind of submission, does not apply to a submission 
which is made a rule of court under the Lands Clauses 
Consolidation Act. I regret the decisions, but I shall 
most unhesitatingly follow them.” 

His honour is reported to have made these remarks 
Jest his decision in Ha parte Harper should mislead some 
persons ; and we are tempted to make some observations 
on these remarks lest they themselves should mislead. 
For it appears to us that just as Lx parte Harper was 
decided as it was because the cases mentioned were nob 
cited, so the remarks in Jn re Harper were made because 
the case of Jn re Dare Valley Railway Company was 
not referred to, and was plainly not present to the learned 
judge’s mind. In thatcase James, V.C. (17 W. R. 550, 
L. R. 4 Ch. 556n), after an intimation by Lord 
Hatherley, C., that the award in an arbitration under the 
Lands Clauses Act, having been made a rule of court, fell 
within the operation of the Common Law Procedure Ach 
1854, most distinctly held that it did, and in fact stated 
in terms that a reference under the Lands Clauses Act 
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was a reference by consent. In this view he was em- 
phatically supported by Lords Justices Selwyn and Gif- 
fard (17 W. I. 717, L. R. 4 Ch. 554). So that we have 
aconsensus of four most eminent Chancery judges, and, 
what is more to the purpose, a formal judgment of the 
Court of Appeal in Chancery to set against the two cases 
in the Common Pleas to which the Master of the: Rolls so 
reluctantly declared his intention to defer, although in 
so doing he should be acting against his own better judg- 
ment and putting a very narrow construction on a bene- 
ficial statute. 





COMMON LAW. 
Master anp Servant—Pinor. 


Howells v. Landore Siemens Steel Company, Q.B., 
23 W. R. 335, L. R. 10 Q. B. 62. 
Smith v. Steele, Q.B., 23 W. R. 388, L. R. 10 Q. B. 125. 

In the first of these cases it was contended that be- 
cause the employment in coal mines of a certificated 
manager was rendered necessary by a statute (35 & 36 
Vict. c. 76) which imposed upon him certain duties, he 
was so far taken out of the category of servants of the 
mine-owner, that an action would lie against the owner 
for injuries caused through his negligence to a workman 
in the mine. It would have seemed more plausible to 
say that, inasmuch as he was appointed under a statute, 
with statutory functions, the owner, who complied with 
the Act by appointing him, was, for that reason, relieved 
from all liability for the consequences cf his acts. But 
itwould, at any rate, have been extremely unreasonable 
tosay that he ceased to be a servant, but yet remained a 
person for whose negligence the owner was responsible. 
§uch a proposition would certainly have been peculiarly 
ureasonable since Wilson v. Merry (L. R. 1 Sc. Ap. 326) 
fnally exploded the distinction between the liability of 
masters to their servants for the negligence of managers, 
and the negligence of servants of a subordinate degree. 
The argument that he was made by the statute the 
alter ego of the owner was inconsistent with the provi- 
sions of the statute which make the duties his duties, 
whether he be another person appointed by the owner 
or the owner nominated by himself to act in that 
capacity. 

The court, in the above-mentioned case, refused even 
to grant a rule; and we can scarcely understand why it 
needed greater consideration in Smith v. Steele to deter- 
nine that a pilot acting, and bound to act, in pursuance 
of statutory provisions, and who, while on duty, has the 
complete and exclusive control of the vessel in his hands, so 
a3to exempt the owner from liability for any injury caused 
byhis negligence (General Stean Navigation Company 
\. British and Colonial, &c., Company, 17 W. R. 741, 
LR. 4 Ex. 238), was not a servant so as to be disabled 
fom recovering against the owner for injuries caused to 
him by the negligence of his crew. The notion that a 
public officer, compelled under penalties to serve who- 
ever calls upon him, contracts himself by his service out 
of the right to sue for such negligence, is so preposterous 
as hardly to bear statement. 





CRIMINAL LAW. 
Corntnc—Frtony—MIspEMEANOUR, 

Reg. v. Thomas, C.C.R., 23 W. R. 344, L. R. 2 0.0. 14. 
This case illustrates at once the absurdity of the dis- 
tinction between felonies and misdemeanours, as that dis. 
tinction now exists, and the want of acumen wit which 
that monument of learning, the late Mr. Greaves, com- 
piled the Consolidated Criminal Statutes (for another in- 
stance see Reg. v. Child, 19 W. R. 726, L. R. 1 C. 0. 307, 
158. J. 634). The uttering of counterfeit coin with 
Wledge is a misdemeanour, the uttering it after a 
Previous conviction is a felony. The indictment for the 
felony must charge the previous conviction, which is to 
befound separately from and after the finding of the 





uttering. If, then, the jury, sworn to try the felony, 
find the uttering, which by itself would be a misdemean- 
our, but do not find the previous conviction, what is to 
happen? The felony fails; but the misdemeanour fails 
also, because it was found by a jury sworn to try afelony, 
and not sworn to try a misdemeanour ; because, in short, 
the prisoner has had a larger right of challenge than he 
would have had if he had been put on his trial for a mis- 
demeanour. This is the practical, though not the legal, 
description of the case. It is quite clear that this con- 
tingency was never contemplated by the learned author 
of the Consolidated Statutes, though he passed his life 
amongst these distinctions. 








Rebhiews. 
PATENT LAW. 


A Dicest or THE Reportep CasEs RELATING TO THE Law 
AND Practice or Letters Patent ror INVENTIONS, DE- 
CIDED FRoM THE StaTuTE oF Monopo.ies to THE PRE- 
sENT Time. By Cuiement Hiceins, M.A, F.CS., 
Barrister-at-Law. Butterworths. 

“This is essentially,” says Mr. Higgins, in his preface, 
“a book of reference. Its object is to supply a reliable 
and exhaustive summary of the reported Patent Law 
cases decided in English courts of law and equity. No 
opinion is expressed upon the cases digested, and no at- 
tempt is made to reconcile conflicting decisions. All 
that the book contains rests upon the authority of the 
judges.” Whether the comparatively humble object of 
the author has been attained or not, he has, at any rate, 
disclaimed in the plainest terms the pursuit of a more 
ambitious one. . 

From Davey v. Allen (Noy’s Rep. 182), in a.p. 1602, to 
Plimpton v. Malcolmson (23 W.R. 404), in the pre- 
sent year, our author has collected 1,309 cases, retaining 
“some few overruled cases,’ and introducing “ several 
decisions upon the same point where they are of different 
dates.” Now the mere omission of these “ overruled 
cases” and the ‘‘several decisions” would have left 
ample space for an introduction which would have 
trebled the value of the book. However that may be, it 
is for us to say, as far as we are able, whether the object 
with which Mr. Higgins started has been attained. Is 
this “summary” “reliable” and “exhaustive”? We 
do not think the term summary quite a proper one. In 
perhaps the majority of cases we have an abstract, 
but in far too many we are presented with the ipsissima 
verba of judgments. Take the case, at p. 53, of Ralston 
v. Smith (11 H. L. Cas. 223). Our author commences, 
neatly enough— 

“The discovery of one particular use of a known machine, al- 
though more advantageous than that formerly known, is not the 
subject of a patent.” 

We then have the facts, which appear to be adequately 

stated. Afterwards, instead of the substance of the 

decision, we have two long extracts from the judgments 
of “the Lord Chancellor” (name not given) and Lord 

Cranworth (who begins thus) :— 

“ [ quite agree with what was said by Mr. Grove, andit could 
not possibly be disputed by any gentieman at the bar, that it is 
not every useful discovery,’ Ke. 

Similarly in Jones v. Berger (at p. 416) we find 
Maule, J., saying that “it might well be as my Brother 
Bompas has argued forcibly,” &e. Again Zn re Morgan's 
Patent (at p. 264) we read, 

“ Lord Brougham, in delivering judgment, said, ‘It is by no 
means the course of their lordships, as has been frequently said, 
and by myself lately, in giving the judgment of the court in a 
recent case—it is by no means their course,’ ’’ &e. 

We cannot think that the insertion of small talk of 
this kind is consistent with the general design of the 
book. 

It remains to be added whether the compilation is 





750 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


July 31, 1875, 





——., 





reliable and exhaustive. Itis only fair to say that we 
think it is, and we will add that the arrangement 
of subject-matter (chronological under each heading, 
the date and double or even treble references being 
appended to every decision), and the neat and carefully 
executed index (which is decidedly above the average) 
are such as no reader of “ essentially a book of reference” 
could quarrel with. 








A NEW DANGER IN COMPOSITIONS. 


On Friday last week, in Ex parte Jones, the Chief Judge 
decided a question of considerable importance with regard 
to the rights of an execution creditor in a case of composi- 
tion, the creditor having issued a writ of ji. fa. against the 
debtor, but not having made any seizure before the filing 
o the liquidation petition. 

It was decided in Slater v. Pinder (19 W. R. 778, 
L. R. 6 Ex. 228) and Lz parte Rocke (19 W. R. 
1129, L. R. 6 Ch. 795), that a creditor of a non-trader 
(or of a trader for a debt under £50) who has seized 
under a fi. fa., but has not sold before the filing of a liqui- 
dation petition by the debtor, is a secured creditor 
within the meaning of section 12 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1869, and is therefore entitled to retain the benefit of his 
execution as against the trustee in the liquidation. But in 
Ex parte Williams (20 W. BR. 430, L. R. 7 Ch. 314), it was 
held that if the execution creditor had only delivered the 
writ to the sheriff, but had not seized before the com- 
mencement of the liquidation, he was not a secured creditor; 
thongh as against the debtor, if he had been solvent, the 
goods would have been bound from the time of the delivery 
of tae writ. These were all cases in which the creditors 
had resolved upon @ liquidation by arrangement, and in 
which, therefore, the whole of the debtor’s property had 
vested in the trustee for distribution among the creditors. 

In Lx parte Jones the creditors of a trader resolved to 
accept a composition in satisfaction of their debts. A 
creditor had delivered a writ of ji. fa. for a debt above £50 


to the sheriff before the petition was filed, but the sheriff 
did not seize the debtor's goods till after the filing of the 


petition. An injunction was granted to restrain the credi- 
tor from proceeding with his execution till after the credi- 
tors had met and resolved what they would do, and after 
they had determined tn accept a composition the question 
arose whether the injunction ought not to be dissolved and 
the execution creditor left at liberty to proceed. On his be- 
half, it was urged that after the resolution in favour of a 
composition had been passed, the creditors severally had 
no tights against the debtor’s property, which remained 
vested in him. It was, therefore, subject in his hands to 
the same obligations to which it would have been subject 
had he remained solvent, and the execution creditor whose 
proceedings had been suspended by the injunction had a 
right to resume and carry them on as if they had never 
been interrupted. Onthe other hand it was contended 
that the execution creditor was bound by the resolutions 
equally with the other creditors; that his debt was ex- 
tinguished and the obligation to pay the composition was 
substituted for it, and that, as ke was not a secured credi- 
tor when the fetition was filed, nothing which took place 
afterwards could clothe him with that character. 

The Chief Judge adopted the former view. Though he 
sdmitted that the provisions of the Act are not very 
plain, yet he thought that the key to the whole matter 
was to be found in the cardinal distinction between 
liquidation and composition ; that in the former case the 
whole of the debtor's estate passes to the trustee, and 
the creditors have every right which they would 
have had in a bankruptcy ; while in the latter case they 
simply accept the debtor's undertaking to pay the com- 
position egreed upon, and leave him in full possession of 
a!l his property, 

If this construction of the Act should ultimately prove 
to be the correct one, it seems to us that it will open 
a wide door to fraud. It appears to place the creditors of 
a trader who have issued write of Ji. fa. against their 
debtor just before the filing of his liquidation petition, ina 
position which will make it very much to their advantage 


If a liquidation takes place, the execution creditor of, 
trader for a debt above £50 wil], by section 87 of th 
Act, in most cases lose the fruits of his execution, even if 
he has actually seized and sold before the filing of the peti. 
tion. But if he has only delivered the writ to the sherif, 
and @ composition is accepted under the petition, then, 
if the decision in Er parte Jones is right, he can, after the 
resolutions are passed, resume his proceedings ander thy 
writ, and may perhaps sweep away the wholeof the debtors 
assets upon which the creditors have relied for the pay, 
ment of the composition. Moreover, in many instances, g 
creditor who has only issued a writ will, in some respects, 
be in as good a position as if he had, in the case of a liqui. 
dation, seized before the act of bankraptcy. For if the 
debtor be a non-trader, or being a trader the debt be below 
£50, the creditor will not be a secured creditor and will, 
therefore, be entitled to vote at the creditors’ meeting in 
respect of the full amount of his debt, and if he can sue. 
seed in getting a composition accepted, he will then, ae 
cording to Hx parte Jones, be able to enforce his execation, 

This result of the distinction between liquidation and 
composition can hardly, we think, have been contemplated 
by the Legislature. It should serve us a warning to 
creditors of the danger which they incur of losing their 
debts altogether by agreeing to a composition, and of the 
necessity, if they do this, of insisting upon having the 
payment of the composition secured, not only by the 
debtor’s own undertaking, but also by the guarantee of 
some solvent person. 








Putes. 


A QUESTION of importance with regard to the winding up 
of insurance companies was decided by the Lords Justices 
on Thursday last week in a case of Ev parte Price. The 
holder of a policy in the European Assurance Company 
was a debtor to the company in respect of a sum of £140 
which he had borrowed from them. The company was 
ordered to be wound up in January, 1872, and in May, 
1872, the policyholder entered into an arrangement with 
his creditors under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. In the 
winding up the value of his policy was assessed at £446, 
The liquidators of the company sought to prove against 
his estate for £196, the amount of his debt to the company, 
with interest. His estate was ina position to pay a divi- 
dend of 103. in the pound, whereas the dividends 
hitherto declared in the winding up amounted only to 
3s, in the pound. The trustee of the policyholder's 
estate claimed to set off the £446 against the £196, and 
this claim had been admitted by one of the registrars, 
The main question in the case was whether section 9 
(the mutual credit clause) of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, 
applied or not. That section provides that ‘‘ Where there 
have been mutual credits, mutual debts, or other mutual 
dealings between the bankrupt and any other person 
proving or claiming to prove a debt under his bankruptcy, 
an account shall be taken of what is due from the one 
party to the other in respect of such mutual dealings, and 
the sum due from the one party shall be set off against 
any sum due from the other party, and the balance of such 
account, and no more, shall be claimed or paid on either 
side respectively.” It should be observed, also, that there 
is no similar clanse in the Companies Act of 1862, which, 
however, by section 101, expressly enacts that, in making 
an order upon a contributory for the payment of money 
due by him to the company (other than a call made by 
the court), the court may, when the company is nob 
limited, allow the contributory to set off any money due to 
him by the company on an independent contract with the 
company. And section 95 gives the official liquidator 
power, with the sanction of the court, to “ prove, rank, 
claim, and draw a dividend in the matter of the bankruptey 
of any contributory, for any balance against the estate 0 
such contributory, and to take and receive dividends in 
respect of such balance.” In Grissell’s ease (14 W. BR 
1015, L. R. 1 Ch. 528), it was decided that a contributory 
to whom a limited company is indebted, must pay up 12 
full any calls which have been made on his shares before 





to vote for 4 composition in preference to a liquidation. 
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Jeparte Cooper (15 W. R, 858, L. R. 2 Ch. 578), it was 
peld that the estate of a bankrupt contributory in a 
limited company was entitled to set off against calls made 

him a larger ascertained debt due to him from the 
company. There Lord Cairns distinguished between the 
cases of a solvent and a bankrupt contributory, upon the 
ground that, in the latter case, the jurisdiction is by 
gection 95 given to the Court of Bankruptcy, and conse- 
quently tbat jurisdiction must attach with all its incidents, 
jocluding the mutual credit clause. In Ex parte Price 
the court keld that the mutual credit clause did not apply. 
The test whether it did or not was, as Lord Justice Mellish 
mid, this, if the company had been a going one when the 
policyholder’s liquidation commenced, could it have been 
said that there was any debt due to him in respect of the 
policy? Clearly not, for there would then have been no 
pretence for saying there had been a breach of contract on 
the part of the company. In such a case the trustee 
could have done nothing but sell the policy or surrender 
it to the company. Then, how did the winding up alter 
the case? It could not have the effect of making the 
whole nominal amount of the policy a debt dne from the 
company, since the policyholdcr was still living ; and the 
assessed value put on the policy was merely for convenience 
of proof in the winding up, and could not be regarded as 
a debt due to the policyholder at the commeucement of 
his liquidation. The result was that each party must 
prove against the estate of the other, and only the divi- 
dends could be set off, 


On Monpay, 1N Ex parte Rashleigh, a curious question 
arose before the Chief Judge with regard to the construction 
of section 118 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, which provides 
that ‘no person, not being a trader, shall be adjudged a 
bankrupt in respect of a debt contrazted before the date of 
the passing of the Bankruptcy Act, 1861.” That Act was 

sed on the 6th of August, 1861, and section 90 pro- 
vides that “‘ the debt of the petitioning creditor of any debtor 
not being a trader . . . must be a debt contracted after the 
passing of this Act.” And by section 232 ‘‘ This Act shall 
commence and take effect from and after the passing thereof 
as to the appointment of the officers hereby authorized to be 
appointed, and as to all other mattersand things from and after 

e llth of October, 1861.” The Bankruptcy Act, 1869, by 
section 7, provides that a debtor’s summons may be granted 
in respect of a debt ‘sufficient to support a petition in bank- 
mptcy.” When that Act was passed there was at the same 
time passed the Bankruptcy Repeal Act, 1869, which re- 
pealed the Act of 1861, and some other enactments, but, by 
tection 20, provided that the repeal was not to “ affect the 
past operation of any such enactment,” or to ‘‘affect the 
validity or invalidity of anything done or suffered before the 
commencement of this Act, or any right, title, obligation, 
or liability accrued, or restriction imposed before the com- 
mencement of this Act, by or under any such enactment.” 

In Ez parte Rashleiyh a debtor's summons was issued in 
respect of a debt of £9,000 for which judgment had been re- 
covered in an action at law, on the 7th of September, 1874. 
The judgment was for the amount found due on a covenant 
contained in a mortgage deed dated the 10th of September, 
1861, by which the debtor had covenanted to repay a sum 
of £6,000, and any further advances which might be made to 
him by the mortgagee. The mortgagee was dead, and his 
aoe was the summoning creditor. The sum for 

ich the judgment was recovered consisted to a large ex- 
tent of advances made after October, 1861. The debtor was 
nota trader. The Chief Judge held, upon the authority of 
Williams v. Harding (L.R. 1 H. L.9), that the whole debt, 
including the subsequent advances, must be taken to have 
been contracted on the 10th of September, 1861, the date of 
execution of the covenant, and consequently between the 
Pas te and the coming into operation of the Act of 1861. 
being so, it would have seemed that the debtor, though 

he was not a trader, was, under section 118 of the Bank- 
Tuptey Act, 1869, liable toan adjudication of bankruptcy, 
aad consequently that a debtor's summons could issue 
Fog him for the debt. The Chief Judge, however, held 
tit could not. He held that, notwithstanding the ex- 
Presa words of section 118 of the Act of 1869, the provisions 
ofthe Act of 1861 must, by virtue of section 20 of the 
pa Repeal Act, be construed in exactly the same 
Way as if the Act had not been repealed. And that being 





so, he was of opinion that the effect of section 232 was that 
& person who was not a trader was not made subject to the 
procedurs in bankruptcy in respect of a debt contracted be- 
fore the 11th of October, 1861. 


THE 12TH suB-SECTION of section 125 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1861, provides that “If it appear to the court. on 
satisfactory evidence, that a liquidation by arrangement 
cannot, in consequence of legal difficulties, or of there 
being no trustee for the time beiog, or for any sufficient 
cause, proceed without injustice or undue delay to the 
creditors or to the debtor, the court may adjudge the 
debtor a baukrupt, and proceedings may be had accord. 
ingly.” The question has been raised whether, in order 
to make an adjudication under this provision, it is neces- 
sary that a bankruptcy petition sho1ld be presented. Rule 
267 of 1870 gives the court power, when the creditors fail 
to pass any resolution under a liquidation petition, ‘‘on 
the application of any of the creditors, and after 
notice to the debtor,” to make an adjadication against 
him. And with reference to this rule the Chief Jadge in 
Re Jones, (14 S. J. 375), decided that a petition must 
be presented before an adjudication could be made. And 
in Ex parte Stebbing (23 W. R. 680, L. R. 19 Eq. 441), the 
Chief Judge held that an adjadication under rule 266, i.e., 
before the creditors have come to a final determination 
under a liquidation petition, must be made upon notice 
tothe debtor. In Lz parte Jams (22 W. R. 937, L. BR. 9 
Ch. 615), Lord Justice Mellish said, ‘‘I think that, 
according to the true constraction of the 125th section, 
it was not contemplated that a debtor who has filed a 
liquidation petition should be adjudicated bankrupt on the 
petition for liquidation without a petition in baukruptcy, 
unless the case came within the 12th sub-section, 
Whether, under that sub-section, the debtor could be 
adjudicated bankrupt without a petition in baukruptcy, it 
is not necessary now to decide, because it appears to me 
that that sub-section only applies to cases in which the 
creditors have passed a resolution and made some pro- 
gress in the liquidation. The Chief Judge has very 
properly decided that an application under the 267th 
rule must be made by petition.” In a case of Ex parte 
Marland, before the Chief Judge on Monday, the creditors 
had resolved on a liquidation, and the Chief Judge held 
that there was jurisdiction under subsection 12 to adjudi- 
cate the debtor a bankrupt without the presentation of 
any petition. In this case the judge of the county 
court had made the adjudication mero motu, without any 
application for that purpose having been made to him ia 
any form whatever, and the Chief Judge sustained the 
order. 


On Fripay WEEK, IN Ex parte Dickin, the Chief Judge was 
called upon to put a construction upon section 104of the same 
Act, which provides that “ where joint and separate proper- 
ties are beingadministered, dividendsof the joint and separate 
properties shall, subject to any order to the contrary that 
may be made by the court ou the application of any person 
interested, be declared together.” A creditor of two partners 
had an equitable mortgage on the separate estate of one of 
them to secure a debt of £13,000 due by the firm anda 
separate debt of £4,000 due by the mortgagor. After a 
liquidation petition had been filed by the partners and a 
trustee appointed, the creditor realized his securities and 
thereby obtained nearly enough to satisfy the joint debt. 
He was admitted to prove on the joint estate for the full 
amount of the joint debt, as the security did not affect the 
joint estate, and he claimed also to prove for his separate 
debt on the separate estate. The Chief Judge held that the 
creditor was entitled to apportion the sum received from his 
security between the joint and separate debts in the way 
which might be most tor his advantage, and that, to enable 
him to exercise this option, he was entitled under section 104 
to apply to the court to have a dividend declared on the jomt 
estate before any dividend was declared on the separate estate. 
It had been strongly urged that such an application could 
not be made by a creditor simply for his own interest, bit 
that the provision was meant to apply to a case where 
the interests of « class of creditors were involved—e.g., 
where the joint estate was in a position to pay a dividead, 
but no separate estate had been realized. 
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In Ex parte Baum (L. BR. 9 Ch, 673) it was held that 
when a compounding debtor was defendant in an action at 
law founded on tort, the Court of Bankruptcy bad no juris- 
diction under rule 260 of 1870 to restrain the proceedings 
in the action. In Lz parte Coker, heard by the Lords 
Justices on Thursday, the trustee under a_ liquidation 
sought to restrain the proceedings in a chancery suit which 
had been instituted against the debtor to set aside a con- 
tract which, as the plaintiff alleged, he had been induced 
to enter into by means of fraudulent misrepresentations 
mace to him by the debtor, and to recover money which 
the plaintiff had paid under the contract. The trustee had 
been made a party to the suit by an order of revivor. The 
Lords Justices affirmed the refusal of the registrar to re- 
s'rain the proceedings, on the ground that when, as in Ex 

rte Coker, the claim made by the suit was, if well founded, 

.6 to which the discharge of the debtor in bankruptcy or 
. quidation would be no bar, the Court of Bankruptcy ought 

t tointerfere, The demand being for a debt contracted 

’ frau’, was one to which the debtor would, by virtue of 

‘tion 49 of the Bankraptey Act, 1869, remain personally 

ble, notwithstanding an order of discharge in bank- 

itey or liquidation, and therefore the plaintiff ought to 
|,. allowed to prosecate his suit. 


in Le The Caribbean Company, Crickmer’s case, heard the 
me day, the Lords Justices aftirmed the decision of Vice- 
Chanceilcr Malins, on which we commented Jast week. 
ir liadships agreed with the Vice-Chancellor in ho’ding 
the yrovision of section 25 of the Companies Act, 1867, 
1ot been complied with, and that the shares must be 
cousidered as having had nothing paid upon them. The 
court Jaid it down clearly that the contract in writing 
spoken of by section 25 is not a contract between the share- 
liolders by the articles of association, but a contract between 
the con. pany and some persons outside the company relating 
to the issue of shares as fully paid up. If the shareholders 
could, by means of the articles of association, effectually agree 
that the capital of the company mentioned in the memo- 
randum wes in truth to be no capital at all, the door would 
be opened to the very frauds which the 25th eection was 
intended to prevent. 


Ix A Case oF Ex parte Mirabita, heard on Friday week, 
a question arose as to the power of the court under 
fection 126 of the ‘Bankruptcy Act, 1869, to enforce 


the provisions of a ccmposition. ‘Jhe payment of the 


composition was secured, not only by the covenant of 


the debtcr himself, but also by the covenant of a surety, 
which was entered into with a trustee appointed by the 
creditors for the receipt and distribution of the composi- 
tion. The composition not having been paid at the time ap- 
pointed, one of the cieditors applied to the court to enforce 
the payment of it by the surety. The Chief Judge held that 
the Court of Bankruptcy had no jurisdiction over the surety, 
and that the creditor was only entitled to an order that the 
trustee should sue the surety at law upon his covenant. 
— 


AN ESTATE in liquidation realizes a very small 
amount the question as to the order of priority of the pay- 
ment of costs and charges becomes of practical importance. 
In Ez parte Page (25 L. T. N. S. 716) the Chief Judge held 
that the costs of realizing the estate must be paid first, 
and the receiver’s costs next. On Monday, in Ez parle 
Royle an estate in liquidation realized only £15 10s, The 
trustee, after retaining his own costs of realizing the estate, 
paid the debtor’s solicitor his taxed costs, leaving himself 
with a balance of only £2 15s. inband. The receiver then 
applied for payment of his taxed costs, amounting to £13, 
and the Chief Judge ordered the trustee to pay them. 
This decision should be noted by persons who act as trustees 
in bankruptcy or liquidation. 


A short Bill has been prepared hy Mr. Cross and Sir H. 


Selwin-Ibbeteon which, it is stated, exempts museums and 
other places from prosecution fur offences against the Lord’s- 
day Observance Act except with the assent of the Secretary 
Of Stete. The Bill also proposes to give power to the 
Crows to remit penalties incurred under that Act. 
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CONTEMPT OF COURT IN THE COUNTY 
COURTS. 


Ox Thursday week, in the House of Comnions, in answer to 
Mr. C. E. Lewis, the Attorney-General made the following 
statement with reference to the case of William Smallbone, 
committ:d for coniempt of court by Mr. H. J. Stonop, 
county court judge of Circuit No. 45:—‘‘Smallbone was 
defendant in a suit in equity, instituted by his brother's 
widow and devisee, to compel him to convey upon the trusts 
of his Lrother’s will a certain small property purchased fron 
Smallbone by his brother, and paid for, but which had not 
been conveyed, though possession had been given. Small. 
bone not only defended this suit but was prosecuting an 
action of ejectment for the recovery of the same land trom 
his brother’s widow. The decision, which was pronounced ig 
April, 1874, was adverse toSmallbone, and he was decreed to 
convey the Jand, and pay the plaintiff's costs. He conveyed 
the land, but not having paid the costs he was summoned in 
September to show cause why he should not be committed 
for contempt ; on the 16:h of that month he appeared and 
stated that he was about to sell some property out of the 
prodvce of which he intended to pay the costs. The judge 
tound him guilty of contempt ; but in consequence of his 
statement directed that the warrant for his committal should 
not be executed if within one month he paid £30 and the 
balance within two months. Not having paid any portion 
of the costs, he was on the 30th of October committed to 
Winchester Gaol, In February he applied, through his 
solicitor, to the judge for his discharge, on the grounds of 
ill-health and inability to pay, and it was then admitted 
that the property which he had expressed bis intention to 
sell, though worth £300, had been sold to his brother for 
£200, out of which £100 was retained by his brother for an 
alleged debt, and £80 was paid to his s»licitor in discharge 
of his, the defendant's, costs. The judge thereupon ad- 
journed the hearing of the application to enable the de 
fendant to make some reasonable offer, but, none being 
made, Smallhone r2mained in prison until the 2nd of the 
present month, when he was discharged by an order of 
Mr. Baron Huddleston, on the ground of his age, ill-hea'th, 
and inability to pay. Snch, as I am informed, are the facts 
of the case, and whatever opiuion may be entertained as to 
the conduct of Mr. Smallbone, I am bound to state that, 
in my opinion, his imprisonment was contrary to law. All 
paities concerned, judge, registrar, counsel, aud solicitors, 
were apparently forgetful of the provisions of the Debtors 
Act of 1869. It is still more strange that the mistake which 
had been made was not discovered when the parties were 
before Mr. Baron Huddleston, as the defendant was not 
discharged from prison on the ground of any illegality or 
irregularity in his committal, but, as I have already stated, 
upon grounds which were quite consistent with its perfect 
legality and regularity. £ may add that tho judge by 
whom Smallbone was thus committed has held his office 
for ten years, during which time he has discharged his 
duties with great ability, and to the general satisfaction of 
those transacting business in his courts ; the present is the 
only committal for contempt in equity ordered by hin, 
though he had disposed of considerably more than 100 suits. 
No one can regret more than he does the mistake that has 
been made; at the same time, itis to be observed that if 
those conducting Smallbone’s defence had drawn the 
attention of the judge to the state of the law, the irregular 
order could hardly have been made, or, if made, would 
have been immediately and successfully appealed against.” 

On Monday the Attorney-General said, ‘*I have this 
morning received a letter from Mr, Baron Huddleston, who 
appears to consider that not only did my answer unfairly 
reflect upon him, but that my statement of facts, so far 
as it had reference to the proceedings before him, was 
essentially inaccurate. . . He appears to be under 
the impression that I charged him with forgetfulness of the 
Debtors Act of 1869. ; My observation that the 
mistake was not discovered when the parties were before 
Mr. Baron Huddleston had reference to the legal advisers of 
Smallbone, who, according to the information afforded to 
me, were asking for his releas«, not upon the ground that 
the order for his committal was illegal, bat that he was an 
old man, ill, and unable to pay. . The learned judge, 
however, further complains that my statement was inace 
curate in go far as I said that Smallbone had been released 
by him from prison on the ground of old age, ill-health, and 
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ibility to pay. He informs m2 in his letter that the Act 
of Parliament of 1869 was referrel to in the proceedings 
pefore him, and all its provisions carefully discussed, and 
that very littls was ssid as to the man’s age, health, or 
ibility to pry, and he adds that he discharged the man 
othe ground of the illegality of his imprisonment and the 
jregularity of his committal, an} upon no other grounds, 
qni that tne other circumstances did not in any way affect 
his judgment. I, of course, accept the statement of the 
jaraed judge, though it entirely contradicts the information 
which had been given to me, and I again express my regret 
that I should have ben misioformed and thus Jed into 
nistake. I must, however, remind the House that the 
subject-matter of the question of the hon. member for 
Iondonderry was one in no way under the cognizance 
of the Atto:ney-General, that the county court judzes are in 
noway responsible to him for their conduct, and that he pos- 
gesses nO Means of investigating any cases, or alleged cases, 
of mistake or error of ju¢gment on their part. A gentleman 
connected with the legil department of the Treasury, and 
of great experience, procured for me, at the request of the 
Jord Chancellor, the information upon which [ answered 
the questions of the hon. member, and into the accuracy of 
such information I had no means of inquiring, even if I had 
had any reason to doubt it. Inquiry will, of course, now be 
made into the cause of the inaccuracy of the information so 
procured as to the proceedings before the judge in cham- 


Mr. Hendevson, the solicitor for Smallbone, his written 
to the Berkshire Chronicle a letter in which he says, ‘* The 
reports in the London journals of this unprecedented case as 
explained by the Attorney-General in the House last night 
are so inconsistent with the real facts that I must ask you to 
correct some of them. ‘This unfortunate old man, seventy- 
two years of age, was incarcerated in prison for alleged 
‘ontempt’ of the county court, for upwards of eight 
alendar months, not ¢wo as erroneously stated, and he 
would doubtless have remained there until this hour had I 
not exerted myself and’ advanced the necessary expenses 
(about £20) for removing him to the Court of Queen’s Bench 
under a writ of habeas, and upon which he was immediately 
discharged by Mr. Biron Huddleston, who made some very 
strong remarks upon -the illegality of his arrest and im- 
prisonment. 

“It is incorrect, therefore, tosay that the man was dis- 
charged ‘on the grounds of ill-health, old age, and in- 
ability to pay,’ as stated by the Attorney-General in some 
of the reports ; equally incorrect is it tosay Mr. Baron 
Huddleston had anything to do with confirming the decree. 
It is true that Smallbone cheerfully paid and secured my 
costs for the action of ejectment and the equity suit, and 
Mr. Baron Huddleston remarked that he knew of no reason 
why he should not have done so, nor why a solicitor should 
not be fairly remunerated for his services, but that this 
Was quite beside the question. The county court judge 
had exercised a power that was not vested even in the 
superior judges, and the whole spirit and feeling of the 
age were against it. 

“As for the county court judge now stating that he bas 
made a ‘mistake,’ and that no one oan regret it more 
than he does, and that ‘it could not have occurred if 
Smallbone’s solicitor had called his attention to the real 
state of the law,’ I beg to state that [ was not present at 
the court when the order for committal was made, nor was 
Smallbone then professionally represented—that after the 
old man had been imprisoned nearly four months I applied 
personally to this county court judge on several occasions 
for a suspension of the order of committal, and was on 
each occasion refused, and somewhat reprimanded for my 
Pains, Moreover I am not aware that it is any part of the 
duty of solicitors (as the Attorney-General assumes) to 
teach our judges ‘ the real state of the law.’”’ 








The death is announced of Mr. Rigby Wason, who eight 
Years ago presented to the House of Lords a_ petition 
containing charges against the Lord Chief Baron. A debate 
took place on the subject, and Mr. Wason atterwards 
brought an action against the 7'ines for publishing in their 
Parliamentary report the speeches of several noble lords 

0 made some sovere comments on Mr, Wason’s conduct, 
bat the Court of Queon’s Bench gave judgment in favour 
of the defendant. 





Obituary. 


MR. HENRY HALL HULBERT. 

Mr. Henry Hall Hulbert, solicitor, of Devizes and 
Market Lavington, died at his residence, Creystoue 
House, Devizes, about a fortnight ago, at the age of sixty- 
seven. Mr. Hulbert was the son of Mr. Charles Hul- 
bert, solicitor, and clerk of the peace for the borough of 
Devizes. He was born in 1808, and had resided all his life 
at Devizes. Having been duly articled to his father he 
was admitted asolicitor in 1841. He was in partnership 
with his father till the death of the latter, when he suc. 
ceeded to the offices of clerk of the peace for Devizes, and 
clerk to the Devizes Consolidated Tarnpike road Trust. 
For the latter part of his life he was assuciated with his 
soo, Mr. Henry Vernon Holbert, who was admitted a 
solicitor in 1860. He was also solicitor to the Borough 
Charity Trustees, and perpetual commissioner for Wilt- 
shire, and a commissioner for taking affidavits in chancery 
and in all the courts of common law. Mr. Hulbert’s 
health had long been failing, and he insisted (contrary to 
medical advice) in being present to perform his official 
duties at the last quarter sessions, which had the effect 
of accelerating his death. Mr. Hulbert was buried on 
Wednesday, the 2lst inst., and all the members of the 
corporation attended the funeral. His elder brother, Mr. 
Robert Hulbert, died at Devizes only two days afterwards. 


MR. JAMES JOSEPH BLAKE. 

Mr. James Joseph Blake, solicitor, of 85, Blackfriars- 
road, and of Ewell, died at the former place, on the 23rd 
inst., at the age of sixty-two. Mr. Blake was the son of the 
late Mr. Joseph Blake, and his family have been for over 
a century connected with the parish of Christ Church, 
Surrey. He was admitted a solicitor in 1836, and for 
some years practised at 24, Essex-street, Strand, first in 
partnership with Mr. James Henry Frelerick Lewis, and 
afterwards with Mr. Henry Davis Poole. He-then carried 
on business with Mr. Alfred Godby Blake (now of Croy- 
don) at 39, King William-street, and afterwards with his 
son, Mr. Frederick James Blake, at 5, Arthur-street west. 
He also had for many years an office in Blackfriars- 
roai, having formerly been clerk to the St. Saviour’s Board 
of Guardians. He retained the office of superintendent 
registrar for St. Saviour’s, and was also vestry clerk of 
the parish of Christ Church ; and he was a commissioner for 
taking affidavits in chancery and in a'l tue courts of common 
law. 


MR. JOHN REILLY. 

Mr. John Reilly, barrister-at-law, of S:. Bridgid’s, in the 
county of Dublin, Clerk of Records and Writs in the Court 
of Chancery in Ireland, died at Undercliff, Sandgate, Kent, 
on the Ist inst., at the age of fifty-eight. Mr. Reilly was 
descended from the ancient Irish family o: O'Reilly, Princes 
of East Brefuy (who discontinued the O° a few generations 
ago), and was the eldest son of the late Mr. James Miles 
Reilly, barrister-at-law, of Cloan-Eaven, Downsbire, and was 
an elder brother of Mr. Francis Savage Reilly, the recently 
appointed arbitrator under the European Assurance Act. He 
was born in 1817, and was called to the bar in Ireland in 
Michaelmas Term, 1842. He was for some time Deputy- 
Keeper of the Ro!ls in Ireland, anda few years ago he suce 
ceeded to the office of Clerk of Recordsand Writs in the Court 
of Chancery. He was a magistrate for the county of Dublin. 
Mr. Reilly married, in 1845, the Hon. Augusta Sugden, 
daughter of the first Lord St. Leonards, and leaves three 
daughters. 


MR. JOSIAH TIPPETTS PAUL. 

Mr. Josiah Tippetts Paul, solicitor, of Tetbury, Glouces- 
tershire, died recently, at the age of seventy-tive. 
Mr. Paul was the son of the late Mr. Robert Clark 
Paul, solicitor, and was born at Tetbury in 1800. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1824, having been duly articled to 
his father, and entered into partnership with the latter and 
with Mr, John Letall, on whose death in 1832 he was 
elected town clerk of Tetbury, an oflice which he held until 
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his death. He was also clerk to the borough magistrates 
and to the Bath and Cirencester Turnpike-road Trust, a 
perpetual commissioner for Gloucestershire, and the oldest 
surviving member of the Gloucesterabire Law Society. He 
was in partnership with bis brother, Mr, Robert Clark 
Paul, and with Mr. Charles William Paul. Mr. Paul’s 
health had long been failing. He was buried at Tetbury 
Church on Saturday, the 17th inst. 





 —— 





Appotnturents, Ete. 


Mr. Henry Tinpat Atkinson, barrister, bas been ap- 
pointed Secretary to the Royal Commission for Inquiring 
into the Existence of Corrupt Practices in the Election 
for the City of Norwich. Mr. Atkinson is the eldest son 
of Mr. Serjeant Henry Tindal Atkinson, judge of the Leeds 
County Court. He was educated at Felstead School, and 
was called tothe bar at the Middle Temple in Hilary Term, 
1865. He practises on the Home Circuit, and the Herts, 
Essex, and Colchester Sessions. 


Mr, Jonn Henry Fawcett, barrister, bas been appointed 
Vice-Consul and Assistant Judge of the Consular Court at 
Constantinople in succession to Mr, Charles Alfred Cookson, 
appointed consul at Alexandria, and judge of the Consular 
Court in Egypt. Mr. Fawcett is the eldest son of Mr. 
Jobn Faweett, barrister, of Petterill Bank, Cumber- 
land, and was born in 1831. He was called to the bar 
at the Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 1857, and has 
practised on the Northern Circuit, and the Liverpool, 
Cumberland, and Westmoreland Sessions. 


Mr. Louis Forses, of the Madras Civil Service, district 
and sessions judge at Kurnool, has been appointed to act 
as a Judge of the High Court of Judicature at Madras, 
during the absence of Mr. Justice Kindersley. 


Mr. Tuomas TuHIuBLepy, solicitor, of Spilsby, Lincoln- 
shire, has been appointed Steward of the Honour of 
Bolingbroke Halmot, Parcel of the Duchy of Lancaster, 
in the place of the late Mr. George Saffery, of Market 
Rasen. Mr. Thimbleby was admitted a solicitor in 1837, 
and is in partnership with his son, Mr. Thomas William 
Thimbleby. He is also clerk to the county magistrates 
at Spilsby. 


New ComMissioner FoR TAKING AFFIDAVITS AT COMMON 
Law. 


Mr. Ratpxu Tuomas, of 11, Salisbury-street, Strand, 
New ComMiIssioNER FOR TAKING ACKOWLEDGMENTS. 


Mr. Ratpn Tuomas, of 11, Salisbury-street, Strand (City 
of London, County of Middlesex, and Vity and Liberties of 
Westminster). 


Mr. Charles George Haden Beck having resigned the 
town clerkship of Blackburn, the town council have de. 
cided that the new town clerk shall devote all his time 
to his official duties, and have fixed the salary at £1,000 
per annum. 

Mr. Reuben Ginn (of the firm of Fisher & Ginn), 
solicitor, of St. Ives, Huntingdonshire, who has been for 
several years clerk to the St. Ives Improvement Commis- 
sioners, is to receive £100 a year as compensation for the 
abolition of his office through the incorporation of the 


The office of registrar of the Settle County Court (Circuit 
No. 3) has become vacant by the death of Mr. Henry 
Duncan Robinson. 








Mr. Fitzjames Stephen, Q.C., is to preside over the 
jurisprudence section at the forthcoming Social Science 
Congress at Brighton. 


Mr. Baron Huddleston, in his charge to the grand jury at 
the Manchester Assizes on Thursday, expressed his gratifica- 
tion at the lightness of the calendar. It presented, he said, 
a very creditable contrast to the state of crime in several 
of the counties which the judges had passed through. 


Sacicties. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


From the annual report of the council of this society we, 
take the following extracts :— 

Number of Members. 

The society now consists of 1,935 town members, ang 
1,026 country members, which, after deducting deaths. 
and retirements, shows an increase during the year of 218, 

The above includes 185 gentlemen who were members 
of the Metropolitan and Provincial Law Association, and 
have become members of this society under the resolution 
passed at the special general meeting held on the 8th of 
May, 1874. 


Commen Form Business in Principal Registry of Court of 
Probate. 

Application was, in March last, made by the council to 
the judge of the principal probate court for sanctioning 
the transaction of common form business by means of cor. 
respondence (through the post) between solicitors and the 
registrars ; and it was suggested that whilst this would be 
convenient to solicitors, it would also lessen or put an end 
to the practice of employing unqualified and incompetent. 
agents in the obtaining of probates, administrations, and 
the like. 

The council regret to say that although Sir James 
Hannen saw no objection in principle to the proposal, he 
felt it necessary to abstain from sanctioning it, because it 
would very largely increase the business of the principal 
registry, and render necessary a considerable increase of 
its staff. 

It is matter for consideration whether, if the present: 
staff of the court is not adequate to meet this addi- 
tional duty, further steps cannot be usefully taken for pro- 
curing an increase of its numbers and efficiency, so as to 
secure the convenience which the council have suggested, 
and without causing delay in the general business of the 
court. 





Remuneration of Solicitors, 

This matter was adverted to, and the action of the 
council with reference to it explained, in their annuab 
report in 1874. 

A special committee was appointed early in the present 
year, composed of members of the council and gentlemen 
of experience not members of it, to consider the whole sub- 
ject, with a view especially to the adoption of a revised: 
scale applicable to all conveyancing matters. 

This committee has made a first report, and is still in 
action. The result of their labours, thus far, has not beer 
fully considered by the council. The committee have 
derived much assistance from the scale promulgated by the 
Manchester, Liverpool, Birmingham, Newcastle, and’ 
Worcester Law Societies. 

As respects costs in matters of litigation the council, 
being still of opinion that it should be compulsory on the 
taxing masters to make special allowances proportioned to 
the skill which has been exercised and the responsibility 
which has been incurred by the practitioner, have pressed 
this view upon the committee appointed by the Lord 
Chancellor and now sitting, for the purpose of framing & 
scale of costs under the Supreme Court of Judicature Act; 
and it is hoped that the result will show that the suggested’ 
principle has not been overlooked. 

The council have also, with the assistance of two mem- 
bers of the society, who kindly volunteered their aid, sub- 
mitted to the above-named committee, for their considera- 
tion, two scales of costs, and trust that the views of the: 
committee may be favourably influenced by these sugges- 
tions. 

The council are also giving attention to the rules govern- 
ing the taxation of costs between party and party, and are 
urging that these costs should be so adjusted as to reim- 
burse the successful party all charges and expenses reason- 
ably incurred; and that, in chancery cases, the unsuc~ 
cessful party should pay the same costs as are allowed 
against a fund in court. 

It aleo appears to the council reasonable and proper that 
contracts entered into between a solicitor and his client 





under the Attorneys Act, 1870, should, instead of being. 
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subject (as now) to revisal by a taxing master, be onlY 
by the order of a judge of a superior court. 

These important subjects will continue to be under the 
grefal consideration of the council. {t may be added 
that the provisions in the now-pending Land Titles and 
transfer Bill authorizing the Lord Chancellor to make 
rles as to the remuneration of solicitors and certificated 
eaveyancers for business transacted incidentally to the 

registration of lands, are more full than hereto- 
fore, and appear to the council satisfactory. 


Qualification of Parliamentary Agents. 
The rules made by Mr. Speaker to be observed by 
of the House of Commons, parliamentary agents, 
god solicitors engaged in prosecuting proceedings in that 
House, and which are tacitly adopted by the House of 
lords, have appeared to the council to make no sufficient 
ision as to the qualification of parliamentary agents, 
or for excluding unqualified practitioners ; and to require 
amendment to the extent of providing that in future—but 
go as not to interfere with any agents now in practice— 
none but barristers, attorneys, and solicitors, or writers 
tothe signet, should be qualified to act as parliamentary 
ts. 
“These opinions the council considered it desirable to 
submit to the Speaker by letter. At the same time they 
requested him to receive a deputation of their body, and 
forwarded to the chairman of committees in the House of 
lords and to the Society of Parliamentary Agents a copy of 
their communication. 

In February last a deputation from the council waited 
o the Speaker. They pointed out that, in the desire of 
the council to improve the status and qualification of legal 
practitioners, they thought it expedient and right that no 
oe should be admitted to practise in Parliament, or to 
mdertake the responsible legal duties of parliamentary 


agents, who had not been submitted to proper examina- ; 


tions and tests, and who was not a member of one or other 
of the classes of educated and qualified lawyers; and special 
reference was made to the frequent necessity, in the pro- 
gress of parliamentary business, for the preparation or 
settlement by parliamentary agents of documents of a 
legal and technical character, and for the performance 
generally of duties of the like description—such, in fact, 
% parliamentary agents alone, among legal practitioners, 
were admitted to perform without compliance with regu- 
lations for ascertaining and assuring their competency, or 
with conditions, fiscal and other, in respect of the pri- 
vileges enjoyed by them. 

The Speaker intimated that, whatever might be his own 
Views upon the subject, he mast consider that, by the 
report of a select committee on printed papers, made to 
and adopted by the House of Commons in 1835, he was 
rsiticted from making the suggested alteration, and that 
the question was one for the House, and not for him. ‘The 
passage in this report to which reference was made by Mr. 

will be found below.* The council were unable 
toagree with the opinion thus expressed, but Mr. Speaker 
appeared to hold it very decidedly. 

Mr. Speaker subsequently forwarded to the council a 
Copy of a letter received by him from Lord Redesdale 
(who, as chairman of committees in the House of Lords, 
has control over the regulations as to the private Bill 
Practice in that House), and expressed his general con- 
currence in Lord Redesdale’s views. 

Lord Redesdale in his letter examined the subject rather 
filly, and stated that in his opinion nothing would be added 
to the efficiency of the present service of parliamentary 
‘gents by decluring all barristers and all solicitors qualified 
toundertake such duties. 

The communications thus made to the council rather in- 
Vited a further expression of their views, and the president 
Was requested again to address the Speaker. He did so ac- 

* “Whilst your committee have recommended that no officer 
a the House be allowed in future to conduct any private busi- 
Ress, itappears desirable that agents so employed should be in 
fame answerable to the Speaker and the clerk of the 

or correct conduct; but your committee are of opinion 
tut evil, instead of good, would accrue to the community if 

& approaching to a monopoly, or restriction of the 
- of agents, should be produced under the recommenda- 
tion they have offered.” 








cordingly, and pointed out that, under the existing rules, 
not only all barristers and all solicitors, but all others with 
or without the slightest education in law or legal practice, 
are qualified to practise as parliamentry agents, so that the 
rule suggested the council was one which would limit, 
and not one a would extend, the existing catalogue of 
qualified persons ; that the council had not intended to sug- 
gest that, taken alone, any such rule would have the effec- 
of supplying highly-qualified parliamentary practitioners, 
or of excluding incompetent agents from practising, 
bnt that the council must adhere to the opinion 
that to establish rules and tests founded on per- 
tinent teaching must be an improvement on a system 
which prescribes no teaching, and that it was due to the 
barristers and solicitors—as men educated in the law, and 
constrained to encounter the expenses and conditions im- 
posed by law on legal practitioners generally—that no 
others than they should be admitted to perform the 
essentially legal duties of parliamentary agents. It was 
carefully repeated that there was no desire to alter the 
practice to the exclusion of any present parliamentary 
agent. 

And here the question et present rests, no reply having 
been made to the second statement of the council. On 
the one hand, any such general rule as that suggested 
would not alone or necessarily produce men capable of 
efficiently carrying out the peculiar duties of parliamentary 
agents; so, on the other hand, it cannot be assumed that 
their peculiar qualifications are so difficult to be acquired, 
or that rales and tests, which aid or develop the necessary 
qualifications in other branches of the law, would fail to 
aid or develop them in parliamentary agency. 

Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874. 

Soon after the above Act came into operation the atten- 
tion of the council was directed tovarious defects in its work- 
ing, and, witb the view of suggesting to theauthorities the 
proper remedies, Mr. Charles Davidson, the eminent con- 
veyancer, was consulted. Mr. Davidson wrote an able 
and exhaustive opinion on the several provisions of the 
Act. 

It would not be convenient or useful to discuss Mr.. 
Davidson’s comments here ; but it may be stated that the 
council concurred with him in thinking that, as the Act 
might occasion considerable inconvenience and some injus- 
tice, it was desirable that it should be repealed, and some of 
its purposes carried into effect by a new Act. 

These views were, early in the session, communicated to 
the Lord Chancellor, and his attention has been subsequently 
recalled to them; but his lordship has intimated that, be- 
yond repealing, by a clause in the now-pending Land Titles. 
and Transfer Bin: the 7th section of the Act (which, whilst 
seemingly pointed against the doctrine of “ tacking” alone, 
has a far wider and very objectionable operation), he did 
not contemplate any further dealing with the Act at pre- 
sent. 

The council regret that the views submitted by them 
could not be acted upon to a greater extent. 


Supreme Court of Judicature Act Amendment Bills, 1874 
and 1875. 

In their annual report of 1874, the council gave a full 
statement of their action in respect of the Bill then pend- 
ing for amending the Act of 1873. That Bill was, at a late 
period of the session of 1874, withdrawn. 

Early in the present session au amendivg Bill, propos- 
ing other appellate arrangements, including the entire 
withdrawal of its appeal jurisdiction from the House of 
Lords, was introduced by the Lord Chancellor. 

The council, although determining not to interpose with 
reference to this latter branch of the subject, had fally- 
considered that measure in its details, and had placed 
themselves in communication with the authorities respect- 
ing them, when the Bill was, in March last, withdrawn. 

In April the Lord Chancellor presented to Parliament a 
substituted Bill, proposing to suspend the operation of the 
Act of 1873 in respect of its dealing with the jurisdiction 
of the House of Lords—to leave that House in possession 
of its jurisdiction in the case of Scotch and Irish appeals 
—to make other appellate and miscellaneous arrangements, 
and to amalgamate and enact (but subject to repeal or 
modification by the court) the “rules” contained in the 
Act of 1873, and those which had been drawn and re- 
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mained ready for adoy tion on that Act coming into opera- 
tion. 
To this—third—Amendment Bill the council did not 


fail to direct their attention ; and—still omitting to enter | 
upon the question of retaining the House of Lords, or of | 
constituting a new tribunal as the ultimate Court of , 


Appeal—they lost no time before bringing under the 
notice of the Lord Chancellor the objections to which, on 
other grounds, they considered the Bill liable. A re- 
capitulation of these objections will be found in the ap- 
pendix. 


The council thought it necessary to reserve their ob- | 


jections to the scheduled rules. Against or about these 
there is much to bessaid, but satisfactory discussion of 
them could not be expected in Parliament. 


The representations made by the council to the Lord , 
Chancellor, whilst the Bill was before the House of Lords, } 


produced no satisfactory result, and when tbe Bill reached 
the House of Commons the council embodied their criti- 
cisms upon it in a paper which has been circulated amongst 
the leading legal members. 

Some of these points, in the anxiety to discuss, and 
settie for the moment at least, the questions incident to 
the appeal tribunals, are likely to be passed over, and 
this report must be in the press before the final result, in 
respect of those matters with which the Bill may ulti- 
mately deal, can be accurately known. 


As regards the scheduled rules, it will be highly desir- | 


able for the council to address the authorities with whom 
the power of amendment will rest, so soon as the legisla- 
tion actually effected shall be ascertained. In the mean- 
time it may be noticed that the rule which proposed to 
make every district registry a circle with a fixed radius of 
three miles has been altered, and the radius extended to 
five miles. It would, in the judgment of the council, have 


been sounder legislation if, instead of fixing the area by 
*‘rule,’ the extent of every district registry had been left 
to be fixed by the order in council creating it. 
Land Titles and Transfer Bill. 
The great registration question, which has so longoccupied ! 


the public mind, is lkely in the present session to be ad- 
vanced towards its final solution. 

‘The council refer to their former reports for accounts of 
their proceedings in respect of it, in its varying phases from 
time totime. It has always been their desire that, when- 
ever any such measure should come into operation, it should 
be in such a shape as to insure its simple and efficient work- 
ing. 

The council were therefore gratified when they found, at 
the commencement of the present session, that the Govern- 
ment, in the Bill which they then introduced, had aban- 
doned the principle of compulsory registration, and pro- 
posed to conter power on individual landowners to withdraw 
registered properties from the register. 

It may, perhaps, without presumption, be assumed that 
the stat.ments and arguments used on former occasions by 
inembers of the council, and by solicitors of great experience 
and ability not members of it, have in some degree contri- 
buted to this result. 

The cetals of a scheme which. landowners can, in their 
volition, adopt, cr omit to adopt, are of far less importance 
than the details of a compulsory measure. Nevertheless, 
the council have applied themselves carefully to the details 
of the Bill of 1875. 

They differ considerably from those of preceding Bills, 
but it is unnecessary to discuss them in this report. It is 
sufficient to state that the Bill aims at the desirable object 
of simplifying the elaborate requirements of former Bills by 
giving a large discretion to the registrar, and by providing 
that various matters connected with the examination of 
titles, forms of instruments, practice as to entry of cautions, 
costs, and course of business in the registration office gen- 
erally, shall be governed by rules to be made by the regis- 
trar, tubject to revision by the Lord Chancellor, and that 
such rules shall not be fixed by the proposed Act. 

The clauses of the Bill having been carefully considered 
by the counci!, their suggestions were, with the approval 
of the Lerd Chancellor, sukmitted to the counsel who 
prepared the Bill, and were fully discussed with him by a 
committee of the council. 

The council adopted this course, with the view of aiding 
the Government in making the measure as useful and 


, practi‘able in its working as possible. 





——__, 
— 


In several of the 
alterations which the council suggested the Government diq 
not acquiesce, and sone of these, including the restoration 
to the Bill of the clause for allowing in individual cage 
withdrawal from tke register (the provision fur which had 
been removed from the Bill in the House of Lords), yilj 


; be the eubject of discussion, on the motion of the vice. 


president and others, in the House of Commons, where the 
Bill is still pending. 








Courts. 


LINCOLN ASSIZES. 
(Before Firxp, J.) 
July 24.—Daw)ney et Uxor v. Toynh-e and Larken, 
Action against attorneys for negligence. 


This was an action against Messrs. Toynbee & Larken, 
solicitors, Lincoln, for negligence in the condact of an 
action of ejectment tried at the assizes, and of a reference 
which followed the action. 

Waddy, Q.C., and Wilberforce, for the plaintiffs. 

Digby Seymour, Q.C., and Mellor, Q.C., for the de. 
fendants. 

Waddy, in opening the ease, observed that the de. 
iendants were solicitors in very large practice at Lincoln, 
and the question at issue was whether they had or had not, 
in the conduct of certain business entrusted to them by the 
plaintiffs, been guilty of such negligence as would render 
them responsible for the damage susiained by the plaintiffs, 
or any part thereof. The facts were these. Mr. Daubney 
carried on the business of an auctioneer, and his wife was 
formerly the wife of Mr. Chas. Jackson, farmer, at 
Heighington. The latter made his will on the 17th of 
March, 1870, and he died on the 22nd of March following, 
By his will he gave his property to his wife (now Mra 
Daubney), Mr. Rollins, Mr. Linton, and another in trust, 
He left two daughters, Mary Ann and Elizabeth. His 
property consisted of his interest in a farm which he rented 
of Mr. J. Shuttleworth, and it was divided into three 
shares, one to his widow, and one to each of his daughters. 
Mary Ann married Mr. Joreph Cawdron in January, 1872, 
and shortly afterwards a marriage was agreed on between 
the plaintiff, Mr. E. Daubney, and Jackson’s widow. Mr. 
Shuttleworth seemed to have thought that the farm should 
remain in the occupation of Mrs. Jackson so long as she re 
mained a widow, but he also appeared determined not to 
have a fresh tenant, and he gave notice to quit before she 
was married again. She was married on the 28th of 
October, 1872, and Mr. Shuttleworth’s notice expired at 
Lady-day, 1873. The defendants had been solicitors for 
Jackson and his widow, and they conducted the winding 
up of Jackson’s estate. Till the marriage of Mr. Daubney 
the trustees did not interfere in the realization of the estate 
Mrs. Jackson appeared to have managed the farm very well, 
and got the whole into good condition, but when she married 
again she received an intimation from the defendants, who 
were acting for the trustees, that th\e property must be 
divided. She informed them of facts connected with the 
tenancy, and in the end Mr. Shuttleworth brought his ac- 
tion of ejectment to turn her outofthefarm, The defend 
ants acted for her up to the trial, and his contention was 
that the action was defended on their responsibility and 
advice. Mr, Shuttleworth obtained a verdict, by which he 
was entitled to turn Mrs. Jackson out, and he did so, but 
the verdict was coupled with an arrangement that there 
should be a reference to arbitration as to compensation for 
tenant-right and everything else. At the trial it was 
stated that the whole farm was a Lady-day tenancy, but 
it wes the contention of Mrs. Daubney that part of it 
was a Michaelmas holding. That, they understood, 
would be included in the reference, and if asy 
other reference was made which bound them, # 
must have been owing to insufficient instructions given by 
the defendants to their counsel. A reference was m 
and a submission drawn out. The date of the action was 
the 25th of July, 1873, and the agreement was drawn Up 
on the 8th of Auguet following. Mrs. Daubney was very 
anxious to be heard by the arbitrator against Mr. Shuttle 
worth, but she was not permitted. The submission was 
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{sen to her to sign, and she was urged to sign it, because 
isbe did she would be allowed to give her own narrative 

tell her own tale, but on the very day she signed the 
reference had already been held, and the award was ready 
jobe made, so that it was impossible for her to give evi- 
dence in a reference which was already over. The award 
yas made on the 20th of Augnst, and she signed the sub- 
nission, by virtue of which the award was made, on the 
gd. According to that award the plaintiffs did not re- 
give the compensation they bad expected. They said it 
qasowing to the negligence, unpunctuality, and irregu- 
larity of the defendants, so that there were serious miscar- 
rages of justice in the award. 

The JupGe: What count is there in the declaration to 
meet what you have stated. 

Waddy said he must give up the tirst and second counts. 
Asto the third count, they said that at the date of the writ 
of ejectment they ought to have been properly informed, 
gsto the nature of their holding, and they would not have 
gone to trial. 

The Jupce: What is the negligence you are going to 

ly on 
“Waddy : That will be shown by the result of the trial. 

The JupcE: The loss of the verdict is no evidence of 
negligence. There is no evidence unless you can put your 
hand on something more precise. I doubt whether | can 
lave it to the jury. 

Waddy: According to my instructions, information was 
notgiven to counsel during the course of the trial which 

dhave enabled them to conduct the cause as it should 
have been conducted. 


tieated by them to counsel ? I was counsel for Mr. Shuttle- 


worth. 
Seymour : I wanted the matter to be referred, but you s‘ood 


your rights and said it must go to the jury. 
eJupGE: Yes, I said that Mr. Shuttleworth was a 


gatleman, that he was in my hands, and when Mr. | 
Seymour wanted him to agree to a reference, I told him | 


linsisted, as his counsel, on a verdict. I said that as a 
gutleman he would do afterwards what he ought to de, 
whether he got a verdict or not. You, Mr. Waddy, must 
beprepared to give evidence of want of due care and skill on 
the part of the attorneys. 

addy : I have the report of the trial before me. If your 
lordship had refreshed your memory by reading it you could 
nothave been more accurate. It entirely confirms your im- 
prssionof what your lordship saw. [He then read extracts 


fom the report.] Unless I can make out that information ! 


was given to the defendants of a decisive character, I must fail. 
The Jupce: Do you insist on going on with the first 
pont relating to the trial. 
Waddy : I admit that I have not the slizhtest faith in 
it, lam-bound to deal frankly with your lordship. 


The Jupcr: Then you will not ask the jury about that ; 


part of the case? 
Waddy: I will goto the arbitration, and throw the 
over. 
Seymour : Mr. Waddy says that the signature of Mrs. 
Daubney was obtained after the award was entered upon, 
t the agreement was signed on the 8th of August. I can 
prove that fuct. 


Waddy : All that I can do is to state the facts as they are | 


Presented to me. 
The Jupce : If Mr. Tweed has the agreement, and it is 
Ngned on the Sth, that will end the matter. 

Waddy: If my statement be incorrsct, all I say is 
"their blood be on their own head "—those who instruct 
counsel inaccurately. We say that the defendants ought 
tohaye taken charge of the interests of the plaintiffs, but 

did not attend the arbitration, aod did not take 

of our interests. 
ymour : It was agreed, to save the pockets of both 
Patties, that the reference should be made to a competent 
Man, and that neither counsel nor attorney should be 
sent. Mr. Bartholomew was appointed umpire and 

%a most competent man. 
wraddy: I believe Mr. Bartholomew was a witness in 


Case, 
Seymour : He was a witnoss for both sides, 
The Juper : What I dislike so much are these particu- 
I think these particulars are monstrous in such a case, 





' ment on the 8th of August. 





; how much he read. 
| acquainted with the contents of page 2. He would not 


The Jupce: You mean that certain facts which had | Wear that the third page was not read to him or the 4th. 
len communicated to the defendants were not commu- | He would swear that all was not read to him. 
| to.a further question the witness said he 





Mrs. Daubney then deposed that she give no instructions 
about the agreement, but left it tothe defendants to do the 
best for her. It was brought to her on the 22nd of August. 
That was the first time she saw it. She asked Mr. White 
(the defendants’ clerk), who brought it to her, if Mr. 
‘oyntee had seen it, and he said, ‘‘ Yes, it will be all 
right, if you sign it.’ Nothing else was said that 
she remembered. She signed it and saw Mr. White two 
or three hours afterwards, when he told her the award 
was made, and that she was to have £23. She was not 
called as a witness before the arbitrator. Nothing was said 
about her giving evidence at any time. 

Cross-examined by Seymour: Mr. Lumley was her valuer, 
and the papers prodnced (instructions for Lumley) were, 
she believed, in her husband’s writing. She did not know 
that her husband met Lumley on the 8th of August before 
the arbitration was gone into. She did not sign the agree- 
Mr. White was the attesting 
witness. ‘That was her signature to the agreement. Mr. 
Rees was her attorney, and his office was at 52, Chancery- 
Jane, London. It was on the top floor. 

Mr. Daubney deposed that he was in court at the time 
the arbitration was agreed to, and heard what took place. 
The Sth of August was the first time h» saw the agreement, 
and he signed it then. A portion was read to him. He 
was not aware of the claim for over-cropping. He did not 
read more than ten or twelve lines, because Mr. White 
assured him that it was all right. He believed that Mr. 
White read some portion of it to him. He did not know 
He would not swear that he was made 


In answer 
would not swear 
that all was not read to him. 

The Jupce: What portion can you rely on now? 

Waddy : lamina difficulty, That last answer is very 


' serious. 


Mr. Daubney : Will vou allow me to explain it ? 


The Jupce: No, I will not. 

Witness re-examined by }Vaddy: He did not attend the 
arbitration. He heard on the Sth that it would take 
place the next day. He signed the agreement on the Sth, 
and believed the valuation took place the next day. Mr. 


' Lumley came on the evening of the 8th. 


Waddy: I owe a great deal to my clients, but I owe 
something to your lordship and to myself. If I thought 
there was any chance I would go on. 

Seymour : I hope the verdict will be for the defendants, 

Waddy: I cannot consent to that. I elect to be non- 
suited. 

Seymour: If there was the slightest pretence for this 
action I would net say a word. 

The JupGe: It ovght not to have been brought. 


The 


| first thing I call for are the particulars, and if I see par- 


ticulars like these I am always satisfied that there is nothing 
in the case. There is no case against the defendsnts. Mr. 


| Waddy has fought well; he has done his duty to his clients. 


Seymour: Mr. Toynbee did everything in his power to 
prevent the trial being brought on, and wrote a letter to the 
plaintiffs declining any responsibility in connection with it. 

The Jupce: I am sure Mr. Toynbee did the utmost pos- 


| sible for his client. 


His lordship certified for costs. 

A local paper says—Thus terminated the most exciting 
case which has been heard at the Lincolnshire Assizes for 
several years. The court was crowded with solicitors, who 
showed much sympathy with the defendan's and greatly en- 
joyed the most deplorable defeat of the other side. 








We reviewed some time ago a lecture by Mr. T. E. Holland 
on Albericus Gentilis, who it will be remembered was Regius 
Professor of Law at Oxford, and has some claim to prece- 
dence cover Grotius asthe founder of International Law. 
We hear that a committee has been formed in Italy to take 
steps to collect information concerning Gentilis and to trans- 


late his writings into Italian. A commission, headed by 
Signor Mancini, will visit England shortly to prosecute 
inquiries concerning his burial-place. An address has been 
drawn up by Signor Tabarrini, which will be promulgated 
on the re-opening of the Italian Universities, setting forth 
Gentilis’ claims to the consideration of his country. 
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Parvltantent and Leqislattan. 
HOUSE OF LORDS. 


July 22.—Puarmacy. 
This Bill was read a second time. 


Satz or Foop anp Drvcs. 

On the order of the day for the third reading of this 
Bill, the Duke of Ricuaonp moved a new clause, providing 
that no person should be liable to be convicted under the 
3rd and 4th sections in respect of the sale of any article of 
food, or of any drug, if he satisfactorily showed that he did 
not know of the article of food or drug being so mixed, 
coloured, stained, or powdered as ineither of those sections 
mentioned, and thai he could not with reasonable diligence 
have obtained that knowledge.—The clause was agreed to. 

The Duke of Ricnwonp also moved the omission of clause 
5, in order to substitute the following :—No person shall 
sell to the prejudice of the purchaser any article of food or 
ary other drug which is not of the nature, substance, and 
quality of the article demanded by such purchaser, under 
& penalty not exceeding £20, provided that an offence shall 
not be deemed to be committed under this section in the 
following cases; that is to say,—l. Where any matter 
or ingredient not injurious to health has been added to the 
food or drug because the same is required for the produc- 
tion or preparation thereof as an article of commerce in a 
atate fit for carriage or consumption, and not fraudulently to 
increase the bulk, weight, or measure of the food or drug, 
or to conceal the inferior quality thereof. 2. Where the 
drug or food named is a proprietary medicine, or is the 
subject of a patent in force, and is supplied in the state 
required by the specification of the patent. 3. Where 
the food or drug is compounded asin this Act mentioned. 
4. Where the food or drug is unavoidably mixed with 
some extraneous matter in the process of collection or pre- 
paration.”—The clause was agreed to. 

The Bill, as amended, was read a third time. 


Pactric Istanpers’ Protection. 
The Commons’ amendments to this Bill were considered, 


and, subject to some alterations, were agreed to. 
Porice Expenses. 
This Bill passed through committee. 
; Corrricut or Desicns. 
This Bill passed through committee. 
FRienpiy Societies. 
This Bill was read a third time. 


’ July 23.—PuHarmacy. 

This Bill went through committee. 
Porice Expenses. 
This Bill was read a third time. 
Corrricut or Desicns. 

This Bill was read a third time. 

Wasuincton Treaty (Ciamms Distriecrion). 
This Bill was read a second time. 


July 26.—Conspmacy anp Protection or Property. 
This Bill was read a second time. 


Empioyers AND WorkMEN. 
This Bill was read a second time. 


July 27.—Puarmacy. 
The report of the amendments made in this Bill was 
brought up and agreed to. 


Statute Law Revision. 
This Bill passed through committee. 


Wasursoton Treaty (Crams Distrreution). 
This Bill passed through committee. 
Cueisea Bringer. 
This Bill was read a second time. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
July 22.—AcricurtvraL Honpixas, 

The committee on this Bill was resumed on clause 5, on 
the amendment of the member for North Devonshire (Sir 
T. D. AcLann) to leave out the word ‘‘ executes’ and sub- 
stitute the words “ lays out money,” so as to make the 
clause run, “ where, efter the commencement of this Act, 





a tenant lays out money on his holding.’—After a | 
discussion the amendment was negati:ed by 235 to li: 
—Several amendments were withdrawn or negatived, ang 
the clause was finally agreed to. 

On clause 6, progress was reported. 


Mercuant SuHirrinc. 
This Bill was withdrawn. 


ConsPIRACY AND Protection oF Prorerty. 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 
PaTENTs FoR INVENTIONS. 
This Bill was withdrawn. 
Srarute Law Reviston (IRELAND). 
This Bill was withdrawn. 


Nartionat Scuoor Teacuers (IRELAND), 
This Bill was read a second time. 
Turnprke Acts Continuance, &c. 
This Bill was read a third time. 
Puntic Recorns (Iretanp) Act (1867) AmenpMeyr, 
This Bill passed through committee. 


Contacious Diseases (Antmats) Act (1869) Awenp. 
MENT, 
This Bill passed through committee. 


July 23.—AcricutturaL Ho.prncs. 

The House went into committee on this Bill. 

On clause 6, Colonel Witson moved an amendment 
that the improvements of each class shall be deemed 
to be exhausted after certain periods and_ shall 
“not in any case” ‘‘continue unexhausted beyond’ 
those periods.—The amendment was agreed to.—Mr. Srorsr 
proposed in page 3, line 15, to insert after ‘‘ corn ” “ or any 
exhausting crop from land to which manures made or 
purchased during the last year shall have been applied.” 
—The amendment was agreed to.—It was agreed to add, 
after “ exhausting crop,” the words ‘‘not consumed on the 
holding.”’— Clause 6, as amended, was ordered to stand pat 
of the Bill. 

On clause 7, which fixes the amount of the tenant’s com- 
pensation for improvements of the first and second class at 
the sum laid out, with a deduction for the years of the 
tenancy, Mr. RopwELL moved, page 3, line 18, to leave 
out ‘‘or of the second.” —The amendment was agreed to. 


IncLosure or Lanps. 

Mr. Grecory cailed attention to the reports of the In 
closure Commissioners, and moved that in the opinionof 
the House it was expedient that the schemes of inclosure 
mentioned in such reports should be proceeded with.—Mr. 
Cross said the subject was engaging the attention of Govem- 
ment, and would be dealt with. 


July 26.—AcricutturaAL Horpines. 

The House went into committee on this Bill. 

On clause 7, Mr. RopwELL moved, page 8, line 22, after 
‘* that,” to insert “‘ where the landlord was not at the time 
of the consent given to the execution of the improvement 
absolute owner of the holding for his own benefit.”—The 
amendment was agreed to.—Mr. Ropwet then moved, 
in line 26 of the clause, after the word “holding,” the 
insertion of the words, ‘‘ The amount of the tenent’s com- 
pensation in respect of an improvement of the second class 
shall be the sum properly laid out by the tenant on the 
improvement, with the deduction of a proportionate part 
thereof for each year while the tenancy endures after the 
year of the tenancy in which the outlay is made, and while 
the improvement continues unexbausted.”—The amend- 
ment was agreed to, and the clause, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

On clause 8, Mr. Disnart1 moved the following amend- 
ment :—*‘ The amount of the tenant’s compensation, in té 
spect ofan improvement of the third class, shall (subject to 
the provisions of this Act) be such proportion of the sua 
properly laid out by the tenant daring the last year of bis 
tenancy as shall fairly represent the manurial value of the 
improvement at the determination of the tenancy to the 
succeeding occupier of the holding.”—The amendm 
was agreed to, and the clause, as amended, was ordered 
stand part of the Bill. 

Clause 9 was agreed to. 

On clanse 10 (notice to the landlords for second-class 
improvements), Mr. Kwatcusu.-HuGkssen moved to 
stitate “three months” for ‘twenty-one days,” as 000 
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——— 
limits within which a tenant might give notice that 
intended to execute improvements of the second class. 
-Mr. Hunt thought six weeks on the one hand and a fort- 
ht on the other might be substituted for twenty-one 
gi seven days respectively, as proposed in the clause.— 
The amendment, as amended, was agreed to.—The clause 

dered to stand part of the Bill. 

(lanse 12 was agreed to without discussion, as was also 


13. 
uel 14 (landlord’s compensation for tenant’s waste 
or breach of covenant), Sir H. James moved the omission 
of the clause.—On a division the clause was carried by 
194 to 106. 

Qn clanse 15, Mr. N. Srewarr moved in line 39 to insert 
the words “one month at least, before the termination 
ofhis tenancy,” in reference to the notice to be given by a 
tenant claiming compensation.—The clause, as amended, 
qa agreed to. 

Mirit1a Laws ConsoLipation AND AMENDMENT. 

This Bill passed through committee. 


OFFENCES AGAINST THE PERSON, 

This Bill was withdrawn, 
Po.iuTion or Rivers. 
This Bill was withdrawn. 
Savines Banks. 

This Bill was withdrawn. 

Lunatic Asytums (IRELAND). 
This Bill was read a time and passed. 
Pustic Recorps (Irevanp) Act (1867) AMENDMENT. 
This Bill was read a third time. 

Qoxtacious Disgases (Animaxs) Acr (1869) AmENDMENT. 

This Bill was read a third time. 


July 27.—AcricuLturaL Ho.pines. 

The House went into committee on this Bill. 

Qn clause 17, Mr. Kyatrcusutn-HuGEsseN moved in 
page 5, line 28, that the term of notice should be extended 
irom “seven” to ‘‘ fourteen ”’ days.—The amendment was 
ageed to.—The clause, as amended, was agreed to; as was 

¢ 


lause 18. 

Clauses 19, 20, 21, and 22 were agreed to. 

On clause 23, Sir H. James moved the omission of words 
limiting the time within which the award should be made, 
theeffect being to give the registrar of the county court 
power to extend the time at his own discretion.—The amend- 
ment was agreed to, and the clause as amended was agreed 


Onclause 24, which provided that the award should, as 
fir as might be reasonable, specify certain particulars, Mr. 
Hur moved that for the words, ‘‘ The mode and extent in 
and to which each improvement of the first or of the second 
class adds to the letting value of the holding” (that being 
meof the points required to be specified), the following 
should be substituted :—*‘‘ In the case of an improvement of 
the first class, where the landlord was not at the time of 
theexecution thereof absolute owner for his own benefit, 
theextent to which the improvement adds to the letting 
value of the holding.” —The amendment was agreed to, and 
the clause as amended was agreed to. 

On clause “5, relating to the costs of reference, Sir H. 
James objected to the award specifying the particular 
amount of the costs payable by either party, and moved two 
amendments,—These were accepted by the ATTroRNEY- 
GixzraL and adopted, and the clause was agreed to, as was 
alto clause 26, 

Clause 27, which says that an award shall not be made 
arale of court, was postponed. 

Clause 28 was also postponed. 

On clause 29, Sir H. James moved an amendment the 

} of which was that no appeal will exist where the 
wm is below £50.—The peti sat was agreed to.—Sir 

. JAMES moved to omit the words after ‘ court” to the 
tad of the paragraph in order to insert; “On the ground 

the order is invalid; that compensation has been 
‘mrded to which the party claiming was not entitled; or 
the amount of compensation was not correct ; and the 
pons court judge shall hear and determine the said 
, Or, in his discretion, remit the case to be re-heard as 

to whole or any part thereof by the referee, or referees 
tumpire,”"—Mr, Mutpon suggested the addition of the 
Wing words to the amendment: ‘ With such direo- 





tions as he may think fit.’—The ArrornEy-GENERAL 
assented to the alteration suggested by the hon. member 
for Kildare, and the amendment, as thus altered, having been 
agreed to, the clause was agreed to. 

On clause 30, which referred to ‘‘ recovery of compensa- 
tion ’’ and the words of which were—‘‘ Where any money 
agreed or awarded, or ordered on appeal to be paid for com- 
pensation, costs, or otherwise, is not paid within fourteen 
days after the time when it was agreed or awarded or 
ordered to be paid, it shall be recoverable as money ordered 
by a county court under its ordinary jurisdiction to be paid 
is recoverable,” Sir H. James moved that after the word 
recoverable there should be inserted the words “ upon order 
made by the judge of a county court.’—The amendment 
was agreed to, and the clause, as amended, was ordered to 
stand part of the Bill, as were also clause 31 and 32, 

Mr. Hunt moved to insert words in clause 34 requiring that 
before the court issued an order making a charge on the bold- 
ing in respect of outlay it should be “ satisfied of the obser- 
vance in good faith, by the parties, of the conditions imposed 
by this Act."—The amendment was agreed to, and the 
clause as amended was agreed to. 

Clause 35 was struck out. 

Clauses from 36 to 42, inclusive, were agreed to. 

On clause 43, progress was reported. 


ELemMenTARY Epvucation (ENGLAND). 
This Bill was read a third time. 


Monastic AND ConVENTUAL INsTITUTIONS. 
This Bill was withdrawn. 


July 28.—AcricvtturaL Hoiprves (ENcLanp). 

The House went into committee on this Bill. 

On clause 43 (length of notice to quit), Sir G. JENKIN- 
SON proposed in line 14, after “‘ bankrupt,” to insert, ‘or 
where he fails to pay the rent when due, or where he com- 
mits any breach of any of the conditions of his agreement 
with his landlord.”"—Mr. Hunt was disposed to accept the 
amendment with the addition of these words, ‘‘ If in ar- 
rear of rent for six months,’’—Sir G. JENKINSON objected 
to ‘‘six months.’ He would, however, adopt “ five 
months ” or “four months,” or any period within “six 
months,’’ otherwise practically they would give a two 
years’ notice—The amendment was withdrawn.—Mr. 
RypeEr proposed after ‘‘ bankrupt,” to insert “ or has filed 
a petition for a composition or arrangement with his 
creditors”’—Mr. Hunt agreed to this amendment.—Mr. 
W. EcErton proposed to insert ‘‘or for six months is in 
arrear of his rent.’’"—Mr. Hunr said if the landlord could 
not get rid of a tenant in arrear except by giving a 
year’s notice, he might be compelled to drive the tenant 
into bankruptcy ; but, if he could give six months’ notice, 
he might not have to resort to so harsh a proceeding. He 
did not think the amendment was entirely in favour of the 
landlord ; under some circumstances, it might be in favour 
of the tenant. The Government were anxious to hear 
what could be said on both sides ; and, having done so, they 
were prepared to accept the amendment.—Mr. Pett said it 
should be something short of six months, if only a day less, 
so as to enable the notice to be given before the half-year 
expired.—Lord H. Scorr moved to amend the amendment 
by substituting five for six months.—This was agreed to. 
—Mr. Dopps suggested the addition after the words “ or 
is five months in arrear of his rent,” of vhe words, “ the 
same having been lawfully demanded in writing, and not 
paid within fourteen days after such demand.”—Mr, Dis- 
RAELI accepted the amendment.—On the question that the 
amendment in this form be added to the clause, the 
amendment was adopted on a division by 138 to 79.—The 
clause as amended was ordered to stand part of the Bill. 

On clause 44, line 20, Mr. TENNANT moved, after the 
word “cottages,” to insert “or other houses.”—The 
amendment was agreed to.—Mr. Hunt moved, line 21, 
after the word “labourers,” to insert “ land, gardens, or 
other purposes.” The clause would enable the landlord 
who wished to resume possession of part of his estate to do 
so without giving the tenant notice to quit the whole of 
his holding. The amendment was agreed to.—Mr. 
TENNANT moved, line 23, after the word “of,” to insert 
“any coal, ironstone, limestone, or other mineral, or of.” — 
The amendment was agreed to.—The clause, as amended, 
was then agreed to. 

On clause 45, Mr. Knarcunvutt-Huarss8n moved to ine 
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sert, after the word “ agreement,” the words “ securing to 
the tenant 4ond fide compensation for his unexhausted im- 
provemente.”—Mr. Hunr said the amendment would re- 
strict freedom of contract, and being, therefore, opposed 
to the principle of the Bill, the Government were not 
able to accept it.—On a division the amendment was re- 
jected by 178 to 116. 
Unseawortny Surrs. 

Sir C. ApDERLEY moved for leave to introduce a Bill to 
give further powers to the Board of Trade for stopping 
unseaworthy ships. The Bill, he said, proposed to enable 
the Government to appoint forthwith a sufficient number 
of officers whose duty it would be to detain unseaworthy 
ships for survey. It was desired that the measure should 
be passed for one year only. By one of the provisions of 
the Bill a fourth of any crew would be allowed to exercise 
the power of demanding a survey on the ground of unsea- 
worthiness, without the preliminary of a desertion, and 
without even the barrier of having to give security for 
costs, precautions being of course taken against frivolous 
or vexatious allegations. —The Bill was read a first time. 


Metroporiran Boarp or Works (Loans). 

This Bill passed through committee. 

Trarric Recunation (Dvusury). 
This Bill was read a third time. 

JUSTICES OF THE PEACE QUALIFICATION. 
This Bill was read a third time. 
Lecau Pracririoners. 

This Bill was read a third time. 

Tnroxicatinc Lravors (Sunpays). 
This Bill was withdrawn. 
Mepicat Act AMENDMENT (ForEeI1cN UNIVERSITIES). 
This Bill was withdrawn. 








Leqal Ktenrs. 


The Ind-pendence Belge states that the United States 
Government has presented a claim to the Belgian Govern- 
ment amounting to 31,000 francs, for expenses incurred 
by the arrest and long detention of Carl Vogt, who 
assassivated the Chevalier de Bianco, in Brussels, four 
years ago, and whose delivery to the Belgian authorities 
we recorded last week. It is stated that steps have 
been taken by the Belgian Government to liquid- 
ate the claims of the American Government, and 
that the amount has been placed at the disposal of 
the American Legation at Brussels. It is estimated that 
the expenses of bringing this notorious assassin to justice 
will amount to 1,000,000 francs. 

On Monday last a Mr. Blewitt, of Norwood, made an 
application to the Lords Justices to commit the Lord 
Chancellor for contempt of court in having allowed a 
decree lately pronounced by Vice-Chancellor Hall in the 
case of Dowling v. The Pontypool Railway Company 
(the plaintiff in which was nephew to the applicant) 
to be enrolled. The application was handed to their 
lordships during the midday adjournment, and Lord 
Justice James (on their lordships’ return into court), on 
being informed, in answer to his inquiry, that the appli- 
cant was neither a party to the cause nor a solicitor 
engaged in it, said the court could not entertain his appli- 
tion. The applicant, who appeared to be very infirm, was 
then carried out of court. 

In MeLvoy y. Humphrey (7 Leg. News, 340), says the 
Albany Law Journal, the Illinois Supreme Court held that 
it was correct to allow exemplary damages to a wife, in 
an action against a tavern-keeper who gold her husband 
liquor enough to make him drunk after she had forbidden 
it. Walker, C.J.,in delivering the opinion, said: “ When 
a sale is thus made, it indicates a reckless disregard of 
law, aud the rights of others, that merits punishment. 
The fate of the drunkard’s wife and family is hard enough 
without its being knowingly, if not intentionally, aggra- 
vated by continuing to tantalize and degrade him, and in- 
crease the shame, misery, and suffering of his family. No 
right-thinking person can sympathize with the dramseller, 
because he is reasonably punished by exemplary damages, 
when he knowingly sells to the drunkard in opposition to 
the expressed wishes of the wife.” 
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Court Papers. 


COURT FOR DIVORCE AND MATRIMONIAL 
CAUSES. 


AMENDED RULES AND REGULATIONS. 

Whereas by an Act passed in the session of Parliament 
holden in the twentieth and twenty-first years of the reign 
ofher present Majesty, chap. 85, it is provided that there 
shall be a court of record, to be called “ The Court for 
Divorce and Matrimonial Causes ;” and whereas by the said 
Actitis further provided that the said court shall make 
sich rules and regulations concerning the practice and 
procedure under the said Act as it may from time to time 
consider expedient, and shall have fall power from time to 
time to revoke or alter the same; and whereas by another Act 
pissed in the session of Parliament holden in the twenty- 
third and twenty-fourth years of her Majesty's reign, chap. 
14, it is enacted that it shall be lawful for the judge 
odinary of the Court for Divorce and Matrimonial Causes 
ale to exercise all powers and authority whatever thereto- 
for exercised by the full court. 

Now I, the Right Honourable Sir James Hannen, 
Knight, judge ordinary of her Majesty’s Court for Divorce 
and Matrimonial Causes, do make the following amended 
snd additional rules and regulations concerning the prac- 
tie and procedure in the said Court for Divorce and Matri- 
monial Causes, to take effect on and after the 21st day of 


Jaly, 1875. 
(Signed) 
Dated the 14th July, 1875. 


JAMES HANNEN. 


AvenpEp AND AppITIONAL RULES AND REGULATIONS FoR 
Her Masesty’s Covet ror Divorce AND MarrIMoNIAL 
CavsEs, 
- Amended Rule. 

Rule 158 of the rules and regulations for this conrt, 
bearing date 26th Dec. 1865, is revoked, save so far as 
concerns anything done or proceeding taken in accordance 
vith it, and the form of bond therein referred to as given 
inthe appendix No. 21 is to be discontinued, and in place 
9 158 it is ordered that the following rule shall take 

ect, 

Wife's Costs. 

158. After directions given as to the mode of hearing or 
trial of a cause, or in an earlier stage of a cause by order 
of the judge ordinary or of the registrars, to be obtained 
summons, a wife who is petitioner, or has entered an 
appearance as respondent in a cause, may file her bill or 
bills of costs for taxation as against her husband, and the 
Tegistrar to whom such bills of costs are referred for taxa- 
tion shall, when directions as to the mode of hearing or 
ttial have been given, ascertain what is a sufficient sum of 
Money to be paid into the registry, or what is a suflicient 
Mourity to be given by the husband to cover the 
Coats of the wife of and incidental to the hearing of the 
cause; and shall thereupon issue an order upon the 

d to pay or secure the said sum within a time to be 
fixed by the registrar ; provided that in case the husband 

F id by reason of his wife having separate property, or 
Srother reasons, dispute her right to recover any costs 

Pending suit against him, the registrar may suspend the 
eto pay the wife’s taxed costs, or to pay or secure 





the sum ascertained to be sufficient to cover her costs of 
and incidental to the hearing of the cause, for such length 
of time as shall seem to him necessary to enable the hus- 
band to obtain the decision of the court as to his liability. 

The bond to secure the wife’s costs shall be in the 
following form as nearly as the circumstances of the case 
will allow :— 

No. 21.—Bond for securing Wife's Costs. 

Know all men by these presents, that We, A.B. of Sc., 
G.H. of §c., and K.L. of &c., are held and firmly bound 
unto X.Y. of , the proctor or solicitor for , of 5 
in the penal sum of _ pounds of good and lawful money 
of Great Britain, to be paid to the said X.Y., and for 
which payment to be well and truly made we bind our- 
selves and each of us for the whole, our heirs, executors, 
or administrators, firmly by these presents. Sealed with 
our seals. 

Dated the day of in the yearof our Lord 18 . 

Whereas a certain cause is now depending in her 
Majesty’s Court for Divorce and Matrimonial Causes be« 
tween the said 4.8., petitioner of the one part, and the 
said C.D., respondent, and £.F., co-respondent, of the 
other part. And whereas by an order made in the said 
cause, it was ordered that the said 4./7., the petitioner 
[or the said C.D., the respondent], should within 
days from the service thereof pay or cause to be 
paid into the registry of the Court of Probate 
the sum of pounds to cover the costs of the 
said respondent [or petitioner] of and _ incidental 
to the hearing of the said cause, or file in the said registry 
a bond under the hand and seal of the said 4.B., and of 
two sufficient sureties in the penal sum of pounds, 
conditioned for the payment of such costs of the said C.D. 
as shall be certified to be due and payable by the said 4.B., 
not exceeding the sum ot pounds as security for the 
costs aforesaid. Now the condition of this obligation is 
such that if the above-bounden A. 2Z., his heirs, executors, or 
administrators, shall well and truly pay or cause to be paid 
to the above-named X Y., his heirs, executors, adminis 
trators, or assigns, the full sum of of good and lawful 
money of Great Britain, or the lawful costs of the said C.D., 
the respondent [or petitioner], of and incidental to the 
hearing and trial of this cause to the extent of pounds, 
then this obligation is to be void andof none effect, other- 
wise to remain in full force and virtue. 

Sealed and delivered by the 

said 4A.B., G.H., and K.L. 
in the presence of 
One attesting witnéss. 
( To be continued.) 


A.B. (1.8.) 
G.H. (1.8.) 
K.L. (t.s.) 








PUBLIC COMPANIES, 


RAILWAY STOCK, 





Railways. Paid. Closing Price. 
Stock Bristol and Exeter 

Stock Caledonian ... 

Stock Glasgow and South-Western * 
Stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock scercccscsesserees 
Stock/Great Northern .2......sccscssceeee sesseceessceeeees) f 
Stock! Do., A Stock* 

Stock Great Southern and Western of Ireland 
Stock Great Western—Original 

Stock} Lancashire and Yorkshire 

Stock London, Brighton, and South Coast ........... 
Stock London, Chatham, and Dover 

Stock London and North-Western ... 

Stock London and South Western 

Stock Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln 

Stock Metropolitan .... 

Stock! Do., District 

Stock Midland 

Stock North Britis! 

Stock North Eastern, 

Stock North London. 

Stock North Staffordshire 

Stock South Devon 

Stak! SHUG WARSFW occ. cacennescosece. ccsconssssoces 





* A receives no dividend aati 6 per cent. as been paid to B. 


Money MARKBsT AND City INTELLIGENCE. 

On Thursday the Bank rate was reduced from 3 per cent. 
to 2} per cent. The proportion of reserve to liabilities 
has increased from 49} per cent. last week to 51 per cent. 
this week. The home railway market, in consequence of 
the fine weather, has been very firm, and a general rise 
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has taken place, Brighton, Caledonian, and Metropolitan 
being especially in demand. In the foreign market prices 
have considerably advanced, the present cheapness of 
money and the scarcity of new investments inducing in- 
westors to purchase in this market. Consols closed yes- 
terday evening for money and account 94} to §. 

An important site comprising Nos. 53a, 53}, and 54, 
Parliament-street, containing an area of 2,363 superficial 
feet, was sold by auction by Mr. Robins, of Waterloo-place, 
on Wednesday last, for £17,400, being nearly £8 per foot 
It is understood that the property was purchased on be- 
half of Mr. Mapleson for the purposes of the new National 
Opera House and Royal Academy of Music. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 

BmweLi—July 26, at Anerley-grove, Upper Norwood, the 
wife of Shelford Bidwell, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

Brown—July 15, at Liddington, the wife of William Henry 
Brown, solicitor, Uppingham, of a son. 

Kirkconnet—July 6, at Elmside, Bewsey-road, Warrington, 
the wife of Edward Kirkconnel, solicitor, of a son. 

MARRIAGES, 

CoLtE—BLuNDELL—July 28, at St. Saviour’s, Maida-hill-west, 
Richard Henry Cole, of the Inner Temple, barrister-at-law, 
to Alice, daughter of Benson Blundell, of the Middle Temple. 

Exricorr—Pack—July 20, at St. Mary’s, Bryanston-square, 
Arthur Becher Ellicott, barrister-at-law, to Louisa Fred- 
ericka, eldest daughter of the late Colonel Reynell Pack, C.B. 
of Avisford, Sussex. 


DEATH. 
Burake—July 23, at 85, Blackfriars-road, James Joseph Blake, 
late of Ewell, Surrey, solicitor, aged 62. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies, 
Frivpay, July 23, 1875. 
Limirep IN CHANCERY. 

Bronfioyd Company, Limited.—Credicors are required, on or before 
Sept 8, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Baker Philip Daniels, Poultry. Saturday, 
Oct 30, at 11, is appuinted {or hearing and adjudicating upon the 
debts and claims. 

Cadogan Advance Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented July 22, di-ected to be heard before V.C. Malins on July 31. 
Wrentmore, Chancery lane, solicitor for the petitioners. 

Ely Paper Company, Limite3.—Pe'ition for winding up, presented July 
21, directed to be hear before the M.R. on the first petition day in 
November. Bower and Cotton, Chancery lane, solicitors for the 
petitioner, 

Ely Paper Company, Limited.—Pe'ition for winding up, presented July 
21, directed to be lieard before V.C. Malins on Saturday, July 3. 
Clarke and Co, Lincoln's inn fields, agents for Fussell and Co, Bristol, 
solicitors tor the petitioner, 

Hackney Newspaper Company, Limited.—The M.R. has fixed Satur- 
day, July 31, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an 
official liquidator. 

Hester and Compiny, Limited.—Petition for winding up, presented 
July 22, directed to be heard before V.C, racon on July 31. Har- 
court and Macarthur, Moorgate st, solicitors for the petitioner. 

Malaga Lead Company, Limited.—Creditors are required, on or before 
Oct ll, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Henry Brown, Westminster chambers, 
Victoria st. Thursday, Nov 4, at 12, is appointed for hearing and 
adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

Sanitary Milk Company, Limited.—By an order made by V.C. Malins, 
dated July 16, it was ordered that the above company be wound up. 
Oldman, Serjeants’ inn, Chancery lane, solicitor for the petitioner. 

South Cleveland Ironworks, Limited.—Creditors are required, on or 
before Aug 6, to send their names and addresses, and the psrticulars 
of their debts or claims, to Robert Dixon, Finsbury square. Kimber 
and Co, Lombard st, solicitors f.r the liquidators. 

Stapleford Colliery Company, Limitei.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented July 20, directed to be heard before V.C. Bacon on Saturday, 
July 31. GreenfielG, Lancaster place, Strand, agent for Leech, 
Derby, solicitor for the petitioners. 

Universal Disinfector Compary, Limited.—Creditors are required, on 
or before Sept 1 to send their names and addresses, and the particu- 
lars of their debts or claims, to James Waddell, Queen Victoria st. 
Friday, Oct 29, at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon 
the debts and claims, 

Val Antigonia Gold Mining Company, Limiteé.—By an order made by 
V.C. Bacon, dated July 10, it was ordered that the vofantary wiud- 
ing up of the above company be continued, Palbrook, Threadneedle 
st, solicitor for the petitioner. 

‘West Hartiepool Iron Company, Limited.—V.C. Bacon has fixed Aug 
2, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator, 

Creditors under Estates in Chancery, 
Last Day of Proof. 
Faipay, Saly 23, 1875. 

Gorrell, Isaac, Barnstaple, Devon, Surgeon, Septl, Budd v Gregory, 
V.C. Hall. Law, Larnataple 

Hodgson, Cecilia, Cheltenhar, Gloucester. Sept 25. 
Hichens, V.C. Bacon. Blaxiand, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Kynsey, Thomas, sen, Kautsford, Cheshire, Tailor. Sept 30. Kynsey 
v Kynsey, V.C. Malius. Atkinson, Manchester 


Hichens v 


—>= 
Lucas, Jonas, Ilminster, Somerset, Independent Minister. Oy I 
Lucas v Lucas, V.C. Hall. Lindsay and Co, Basingnall st 
Mackean, James, Redcar, York, Ironmaster. Sept 30. Lucas y Ry, 
V.C. Malins, Bruce, Bishop Auckland 
Mellor, Frederick, Buxton, Derby, Joiner. 
V.C. Malins, Bennett, Chapel-en-le-Frith 
Nicholas, bavid, Tallywain, near Pontypool, Monmouth, Grocer, 0g 
1, Fothergill v Nicholas, V.C. Hall. Morgan, Pontypridd 
Nixon, Frederick. South Molton, Devon, Esq. Sept 30, Nixmy 
Lambert, V.C. Malins. Petch, John st, Bedford row 
Owen, James, Tenby, Pembroke, Grocer. 
Hall. Gwynne and Stokes, Tenby 
Smith. James, Colchester, Essex, Gent. 
Goody, Colchester 


Aug 4. Boam V Mell, 


Oct 1, Gordon v Owen, yp 
Sept 2. Smith v Smith, yp 


Sturges, Sophia, Rushden, Northampton, Sept 1. Sturges v Sturge, 
V.C. Malins. Stimson, Serjeants’ inn, Fleet st 

Wakefield, Henry, Upham, Hants, Brewer. Sept 15. Wakefisid, 
v brooks, V.C. Hall, Wooldridge and Son, Winchester 

Williams, Rev John, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Sept 1. Williams y 
Leftwich, V.C. Malins. Justice, Bernard st, Russell square 


Creditors under 22 & 28 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Farpay, July 23, 1875, 
Airey, Robert, Sunderland, Durham, Watch Maker. Aug 2. Oliver ay 
Botterell, Quality court, Chancery lane 
Asquith, Joseph, Leeds, Cloth Finisher, Sept 2), Bulmar and 80, 
ds 
Bell, John, Timperley, Cheshire, Gent. Septl, Brett, Manchesy, 
Bentiey, William Henry, Prestwich, Lancashire. Sept 1. Cobbettay 
Co, Manchester 
Blood, Jane, Lichfield. Aug3l. Greene, Lichfield 
Keddy, Eliza, Kingston-upon-Hull. Octl. Roberts and Leak, Hy 
Brown, Thomas, sen, Glan-y-cafo, Lianwenarth Ultra, Monmoutt, 
Malister. Aug 12. Waltord and Gable, Abergavenny 
Champion, John Richard, Caversham, Oxford, Miller. Aug 31. Hy. 
man, Reading 
Chaplin, John, Gravesend, Kent, Hotel Keeper. Sept 1. Steele, Cook's 


curt, Lincoln’s inn 

Charlton, James Hartley, Swinton, Lancashire. Sept6. Tayloran 
Sons 

Conolly, Matthew Joseph, Exeter, Devon, Gant. Sept 10. Beaumont 
and Warren, Chancery lane 


*Day, James, Horsford, Norfolk, Esq. Oct 24. Norris and Co, Bedfori 


row ‘ 
Dixon, Sarah Rebecca, Ambleside, Westmorland. Sept 1. Hodgson, 
Carlisle 
Fermer, Richard, Weston-under-Wetherley, Warwick, Farmer. Ay 
20. Snape and Goule, Warwick 
Aug 21, 


Garner, Francis Hutchinson, Teignmouth, Devon, Esq, 
Denby, Frederick’s place, Old Jewry 

Henderson, Nicholas John, Lowick, Northumberland, Farmer. Aug 
31. Forster, Morpeth 

Holland, Mordaunt Meclennan, Gurdaspur, East Indies, District 
Superintendent of Police. Aug3!. Radcliffe and Co, Cravens, 
Charing cross 

Hurnall, Mary Eliza, Leighton Buzzard, Bedford. Sept8. Newton, 
Leighton Buzzard 

Hutchings, Saran Flood, St Leonard, Devon. Oct t. Gidley, Exeter 

Inchle, John, Walton, Leicester, Farmer. Sept 27. Watson and Bar 
ter, Lutterworth 

Isaacson, Isaac, Bedford House, Dalston rise, Merchant. Aug 3i, 
Cunliffe ani Beaumont, Chancery lane 

Kaye, Kobert Benjamin, Hastings, Sussex, Esq, Septl. Clarkes and 
Co, Old Broad st 

Lyle, Josias, Artillery place, Woolwich, Saddler, Aug 31. Farnfield 
Queen Victoria st 

Macklin, William Henry, Fleet st, Optician. Sapt 6. Vining, Furnival’s, 


inn 
Mountain, Richard Charles, Kingston-upon-Hull, Butcher. Oct 1, 


Roberts and Leak, Hull 

Nerwich, Abraham, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Aug 28, Solo 
mon, Birmingham 

Ramsden, Daniel, Kingston, near Halifax, Yorkshire, Gent. Sept l. 
Ramsden, Halifax 

Ripley, Frederick William, Sharow, York, Colonel Bengal Retired 
List. Sept 1. Gover and Norton, King st, Cheapside 

Sercombe, Edwin, Brook st, Surgeon Dentist. Septl. Parker, Bedford 
row 

Shackleford, George, Leicester, Surgeon. Sept 27. Watson and Bas- 
ter, Lutterworth 

Slingsby, Jane, Kirkhams, Pilkington, Lancashire, Cobbett 
aud Co, Manchester 

Smaliwood, Edward, Scarborough, York, Gent. Calvert, 

ork 

T omlinson, Matthew, Hawkshead, Lancashire, Gent. Sept. Brett 
Manchester 

Waite, Eliza, Devizes, Wiltshire, Sept. Day, Devizes 

Waite, Joho, Devizes, Wiltshire, Farrier, Sepvl. Day, Devizes 

Williamson, Thomas, Chester, Flour Dealer. Sept 4. Boydelland Co 

hester 

Wright, Charles, Liversedge, York, CoalOwner. Aug 27.  Ivesoa, 

Heckmondwike 


Gent. 


Sept 1. 
Aug 30. 


Bankrupts. 
Fripay, July 23, 1875. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must fotward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 
Burnham, Thomas, Charch place, Paddington green, Cab Proprietor 
Pet July 22, Hazlitt. Aug 5atl 
Dawe, Hannah, Park st, Islington, Pianoforte Manufacturer. Pet July 
19. Murray. Aug 3atll.30 ” 
Martin, Angus # — crescent, no occupation. Pet July 
Murray. A at 
Merali, denen. and James Morrall, jun, Grange rd, Bermondsey 
Tanners. Pet Juty 20. Murray. Avg 6 at 12 Pet Jalf 





Prosser, William, Kirby st, Hatton garden, Brass Finisher. 
20. Murray. Aug 5 at la 
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wright. Frederick, Kennington rd, Chemist. Pet July 19. Murray. 


Sati 
ang To Surrender in the Country. 


gnold, John, Cambridge, Milkman, PetJuly 14. Eaden, Cambridge, 


Bat 
on, Alfred, Brighouse, York, Plumber. Pet July 19, Rankin. 
Halifax,Aus oat ll 
Cook, Walter George, Pewsey, Wilts, Plumber. Pet July 19. Townsend. 
Swindon, Aug 4 at 2 
Coombes, Samuel Charles, West Hartlepool, Durham, Brick Manu- 
fcturer. Pet July 2!. Ellis, Sunderland, Aug 4 at 12 
Court, Thomas Ifenry, Royston, Cambridge, Seedsmau. Pet July 15. 
| Kader, Cambridge, Aug 3 at 12 
Thomas. Manchester, Hotel Proprietor. Pet July 20. Kay. 
Maochester, Aug 13 at 9.30 
ToesDay, July 27, 1875, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proots of debts tu the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Ywbert, Samuel Moody, King st, Stationer. Pet July 22. Hazlitt. 
Avg 12 at 11 
Kilboro, Henry Ward, and William Kershaw, St Mary axe, Silk Piece, 
Brokers. Pet July 24. Hazlitt. Aug 10 at 12 
Mills, Henry, sen, and Henry Mills, jun, Queen’s rd, Shoreditch, Brace 
Manufacturers. Pet July 23. Murray. Aug 10 at il 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Campbell, Alexander Francis, Great Plumstead, Norfolk, no occupa- 
tion, Pet July 2'. Cooke. Norwich, Aug 18 at 2 
Kilner, William, Oldham, Lancashire, Accountant. Pet July 21. 
Tweedale. Oldham, Aug 7 at lz 
Mellor, Benjamin, Cantou, near Cardiff, Glamorgan, Boot Dealer. Pet 
July 23. Langley. Cardiff, Aug 11 at 12.45 
Shaw, Alexander, Sunderland, Durham, Draper. Pet July 19. Ellis. 
Sunderland, Aug 18 at 12 
Tumer, Henry, Oakford, Devon, Grocer. Pet July 24. Daw. Exeter, 


Aug? at it 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 
Fripay, July 23, 1875. 
Hawkins, Daniel, Cheltenham, G) , Builder, July 2 
O'Donnell, Francis Hugh, Palegrave place, Strand. July 16 
TuEspayY, July 27, 1875. 
Suarpe, John Keyworth, Lincoln, Builder. July 13 
= ee Manuel, Middlesborough, York, Surgeon Den- 
» July la 





Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Farivar, July 23, 1875. 
Aldworth, Charles Francis, Aylesbury st, Clerkenwell, Licensed 
Victualler. Aug 7 at 10.15 at offices of Hicks, Glob: rd, Mile End 
Amery, William, Goole, York, Coal Merchant. Aug 4 at 11 at offices of 
Fernandes and Gill, Cross square, Wakefield 
Ayres, Nancy, Shetield, Licensed Victualler. Aug 3 at 10.30 at offices 
of Greaves and Allen, Old Haymarket, Sheffield 
jouse, Thomas, Coper’s Cope rd, New Beckenham, Gent. Aug 
10.at 3 at offices of Stopher, Coleman st 
Ball, George, New Lenton, Nottingham, Plumber. Augl12 at 12 at 
offices of Heath, St Peter’s Charch walk, Nottingham 
Bann, Samue), Shrewsbury, Salop, Licensed Victualler. July 380 at 
Nat offices of Morris, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 
, Thomas, Southweil, Nottinguam, Grocer. Aug 10 at 12.30 at 
offices of Pratt and Hongkinsons, North gate, Newark-upon-Trent 
Brown, William, Langley Mill, Derby, Grocer, Aug 10 at 12 at offices 
of Parsons, Eidon chambers, Wheeler gate, Nottingham 
Burrell, George Ferguson, Newcastie-upen-Tyne, Merchant. Aug 6 at 
Il at offices of Philipson, Pilgrim st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Cella, Luigi, Lincoln, Photographic Artist, July 31 at Ji at offices of 
York, Church st, Boston 
Cooper, James Thcmas, Southampton row, Russell square, Pianoforte 
Dealer. Aug 4at 12 at offices of Morphet and Hunter, Moorgate 
at, Cotton, Coleman st 
Coulthart, John, Liverpvol, Accountant. Aug 6 at 1 at offices of Etty, 
Lord et, Liverpool 
James, Manchester, Artificer, Aug 9 at Sat offices of Harris. 
Union court, Castle st, Liverpool 
Catler, James Henry, Grange rd, Bermondsey, Journeyman Hatter. 
July 31 at 2at 9, Lincoln's inn fields. Marshall 
Davies, William, Runcorn, Cheshire,Coal Merchant. Aug 3 at 12at 
Offices of Cartwright, Pepper st, Cheshire 
y, Edward Theodore, and Christopher Gandy, Liverpool, Wine 
a Aug 10 at 2 at offices of Culshaw and Roberts, Lord st, 
poo 
Dimmock, Henry Alfred, Bramley rd, Notting hill, General Dealer. 
Aug 4 atl2 at offices of Reynolds, Furnival’s inn 
Enever, Henry, Gray’sinn rd, Walking Stick Manufacturer, July 29 
at 4 ut offices of Constable and Co, Coleman st. Rigby, Fleet st 
Brans, William Glyn, Chester, Grocer. Aug 5 ati at 1, Clarendon 
Rooms, South Jolin st, Liverpool, Tatlock, Chester 
Anthony Stoddart, Brunswick place, Dalston lane, Auctioneer. 
Aug 10 at3 at 3, Brunswick place, Dalston lane, Fenton, Albion 
terrace, Kingsland 
an, William, Cambridge, Commission Agent. Aug 3 at 10 at 
Offices of Elligon and Burrows, Alexandra st, Cambridge 
an, William John, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Coal Merchant. Aug 
4 at 12 at offices of Coulton, Atheneum, King’s Lynn 
French, David Chatham, Kent, Coal Merchant. Aug 10 at 12 ct offices 
of Hayward, High st, Rochester 
» Christophilus, Margate, Kent, Gent. Aug 14 at 12 at offices 
Greening aud Co, Farringdon st. Deere, Stamford st 
Henry William, Walworth rd, Tobacconist. Aug 10at3 at 
Green of Price, Walbrook 
» Thomas Alfred, Norland terrace, Notting hill, Grocer, Aug 3 
atllat Olfices of Philpott, Guildhall chambers, Basinghat st 
nd, Frederick Hugh, Sunbury, Middlesex, Baker. Aug 5 at 2 
a offices of Sherrard, Brook st, Kingston on-Thames 
Worth, John, and David Hainswoe th, Farsley, York, Cloth 
Lend Actuters. Aug 4 at 2 at the Victoria Hotel, Bradford, Carr, 





Hall, Newton, Southam st, Kensal Newtown, Journeyman Plasterer. 
Aug 3 at3 at offices of Watson, Guildhali yard 

Hallett, Richard, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Bank Clerk. Aug 6 at 11 at 
offices of Johnston, Pilgrim st, Newcastie-upon-Tyne 

Harrison, Frank, Kingston-upon-Hull, Furniture Broker. Augd at 

12 at the George Hotel, Whitefriargate, Kingston-upon-Hall. 
Walker and Spink, Hull 

Haydon, Wiltiam Frederick, Smethwick, Stafford. Aug 4at ll at the 
Talbot Hotel, Stourdridge. Shakespeare, Oldbury 

Helliwell, John, Crimble-in-Golear, York, Contractor, Aug6 at li 
at offices of Ainley, New st, Huddersfield 

Henderson, ‘Thomas, Houghton-le-Spring, Durham, Draper. Auz 9 at 
1 at offices of Graham and Graham, John st, Sunderland 

Higgs, William Henry, Cow Cross st, Smithfield, Licensed Victualler. 

Aug 5 ab 2 at offices of Tilley and Soames, Finsbury place south 

Holmes, Myles, ( lverston, L iicashice, Insurance Agent. Aug 4at It 
at offices of Fisher ana uatey, Ambleside 

Hughes, William, Abergeie, Denbigh, Grocer. Aug 3at3 at offices of 
Nordon, Bridge st row east, Chester 

Hunr, Thomas, Kippax, York, Brick Maker. Aug 5 at 12 at the Royal 
Oak Inn, Edmund st, Leominster. Phillips 

Johnson, Lhomas, Tooley st, Licensed Victualler. July 30 at 3 at 
offices of Cogswell, Railway approach, London bridge. Grueber, 
Railway approach 

Johnson, Thomas, South Shields, Durham, Grocer. Aug 4 at 1 at offices 
of Sewell, Grey st, Newcastle-upon-Tyve 

Lloyd, John, Tranmere, Cheshire, Provision Dealer. Aug 4 at 2 at offices 
of Thompson and Simm, Hamilton square, Birkenhead. Dowaham, 
Birkenhead 

MeCubbin, Niven, Sunderland, Durham, Travelling Draper. Aug 4 at 
2 at offices of Juel, Newgate st, Newcastle-apon-lyne 

Meek, David, Liverpoo!, Printer. Aug 7 at 12 at offices of Francis and 
Co, Harrington st, Liverpool 

Mial!, Alfred, Norland terrsce, Notting hill, Fancy Work Dealer. 
Ang 5at II at offices of Deaneand Co, South square, Gray’s inn 

Millet, Alfred Charles, Ely place, Holborn, Commission Ageat. Aug 6 
at 12 at offices of Foreman and Cooper, Gresham st 

Moreton, Ralph, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Tobacconist. Aug 13 at 
2 at the West Riding Hotel, Wellington st, Leeds. Draper, Stockton- 
on-Tees 

Morgan, John, Talybont, Cardigan, Innkeeper. Aug 7 at 12 at offices 
of Jones, Great Darkgate st, Aberystwith 

Nich ols, Philip, Goginan, Cardigan, Licensed Victualler. July 31 at3 

at the Town Halli, Aberystwith. Atwood and Son, Aberystwith 

Nicholson, Neil, Birmingham, Draper. Aug 5 at 2.30 at offices of 
Maher and Poncia, Temple st, Rirmingham 

Nicholson, William James Shaw, Clapyersgate, near Ambleside, West- 
morland, Gent. Aug 6 at 11 at the Court house, Ambleside. 
Fisher and Gatey, Ambleside . 

Osborn, Alfred, Bishop rd, South Hackney, Dyer. Aug 3at 4 at the 
Jamaica Coffee House, St Michael’s alley, Cornhill, Carey and 
De Paula, Grocers’ Hall court 

Paley, William, South Estoa, York, Painter. Aug 5 at3 at offices of 
Peacock, Zetland rd, Middlesberough 

Parsons, William Henry, Bristcl, Fruit Merchant. Aug 3 at2 at offices 
of Barnard and Co, Albion chambers, Small st, Bristol. Fussell and 
Co, Bristol 

Popham, Abraham Toby, Great St Helen’s, Ship Broker. Aug 4 at 3 
at offices of Bradley, Mark lane 

Potter, Philip, [xworth, Saffolk, Miller, Aug 7 at 12at ths Angel 
Hotel, Bury St Edmunds. Walpole, Bury St Edmunds 

Rootham, Lewia, Cambridge, Builder. Aug 5 at 12 at offices cf Adcock, 
Regent st, Cambridge 

Rosewell, Edward, Halliford, Middlesex, Fisherman, Aug 12 at 2at 
offices of Lumley and Lumley, Conduit st, Bond st 

Roth, Henry, Sunderland, Durham, Ship Broker. Aug 9at 12 at offices 
of McKenzie, Fawcett st, Sunderland 

Ruff, Frank, Nottingham, Upholsterer. Aug 10 at 11 at offices of 
Parsons and Son, Wheeler gate, Nottingoam 

Ruscoe, George, Rushton, Cheshire, Farmer. Aug 3 at 2 at offices of 
Cartwright, Pepper st, Chester 

Russell, John Charles Smith, Sheerness, Kent, General Dealer. Aug? 
at 1l at 14, Edward st, Sheerness, Mole, Sheerness 

Salinger, Morris, Bread st, Furrier. Aug 4 at 2 at 99, Cheapside. Allen 
and Edwards, Old Jewry 

Sewell, William, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Oil Merchant, Aug 5 at2 at 
offices of Stanford, Collingwood st, Newcas:lenpon-Tyne 

Shepherd, William, Middlesborough, York, Hosier. Aug 4 at 2 at 
offices of Dobson, Gosford st, Middlesborough 

Simpson, Henry, Kingston-upon-Hull, Builder. Aug 2 at3 at offices 
of Chambers, Scale lane, Kingston-upoo-Iull 

Slip, Joshua, and John William Thomas Crocker, Bristol, Builders. 
Aug 5 at 11 at offices of Ward, Albioa chambars, Bristol 

Speed, Joseph, Buckley, Flint, Carrier, July 31 at 2 at ottices of Cart- 
wright, Pepper st, Chester 

Stagg, Charles, Queen st, Church rd, Croydon, Builder, Aug 3 at 3 at 
offices of Wood and Hare, Basinghail st 

Taylor, Edwin, Birmingham, Poulterer. Aug 9 at 10 at The Trees, 
Bath row, Birmingham. Gem, Balsall Heath 

Tennant, James, Prince’s terrace, Regent’s park, Ham Dealer. Ang 
19 at 3 at offices of Holloway, Ball’s Pond rd, Islington. Fentons 
Albion%terrace, Kingsland 

Thompson, Amos, Goudharst, Kent. Miller, Aug6 at 3 at the Bult 
Hotel, Cranbrook. Goodwin, Maidstone 

Thorpe, Joseph, Mandeville rd, Entield Wash, Engineer. Aug 7 at 3at 
offices of Cogswell, Railway approach, Loadon bridge. Gruebder, 
Railway approach 

Truby, Henry, Bicester, Oxford, General Dealer. Aug 4 at 12 at the 
Bell Inn, Sheep st, Bicester. Berridge, Bicester 

Tune, William, Brompton, near Northallerton, York, out of busiaess. 
Aug 6 at 12 at offices of Todd, Church st, West Hartlepool 

Underwood, William, Luton, Bedford, Boot Dealer. Aug 5 at ll at 
offices of Neve, Park st west, Luton 

Wagner, Charles, Walmer rd, Notting hill, Baker. Aug Sat 12 atoffices 
ot Morphett and Hunter, Moorgate st. Cotton, Coleman st 

Ward, James, Carditf, Glamorgan, Brewer. Aug 4 at 3 at ths Royal 
Hotel, Cardiff. Sweeting, Southampton st, Holbora 








Wo a ee Se 
Bi ; 


pate tesctomaresinre ee 








764 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. July 31, 1§ 








Waters, Margaret, St John’s rd, Hoxton, Fancy Box Manufacturer 
Aug 2 at 3 at offices of Coopar, Chancary lane 
Willis, Thomas, Charles square, Hoxton, Attorney-at-Law. Aug 4 at 
4 at offices of O'Neill, Hop Exchange, Southwark st 
Woodhouse, Charles, Victoria terrace, Custom House rd, Canning town, 
Grocer. July 29 at 2 at offices of Arnold, Finsbury pavem ent 
Woods, Thomas, Piymouth, Devon, Butcher, Aug 5 at 12 at offices 
of Squar, George st, P'ymouth 
Worsley, William, Sheffield, Boot Dealer. Aug 6 at3 at offices of 
Clegg and Sons, Rank st, Sheffield 
Wright, Joseph, Ashton-under-Lyne, Lancashire, out of business, Aug 
3 at 1 at offices of Clayton, 5t James’ square, Manchester 
Tuespay, July 27, 1975. 
Allison, Mary Ann, Brottoi, fork, Grocer. Aug 6 at 3 at offices of 
Hunton and Bolsover, High st, Stockton-on-Tees 
Arnott, Francis, Newe#s*le-upon-Tyne, Cabinet Maker. Aug 11 at 2 at 
offices of Joel, Newgate st, Neweastle-upon-Tyne 
Baggott, John, Sedgley, Stafford, Innkeeper. Aug 3 at 11 at offices of 
Wall, Union chamb-rs, Stourbridge 
Baldwin, Robert William, King’s rd, Chelsea, Clothier. Aug 11 at 12 
at the Queen’s Head Hotel, Queen’s rd, Brighton. Pullen, Cloisters, 
Temple 
Balfour, James Robert, Whalley, Lancashire, out of business. Aug6 at 
3 atthe White Bull Hotel, Church st, Blackburn 
Bedford, Charles, St John’s rd, Cheesemonger. Aug 10 at 3 at 7, 
Wilmington square. Clerkenwell. Lewis 
Bedford, Henry Edwin, Halifax, York, Watch Maker. Aug 10 at 3 at 
the Queen’s Hotel, Birmingham. Shackleton, Halifax 
Benton, William Emberson, South Benfleet, Essex, Farmer. Aug 7 at 
11 at the Crown Inn, Rayleigh. Jones, Chelmsford 
Bilby, Robert William, Bartholomew rd, Kentish town, Commission 
Agent. Aug7 at 1 at Winchester House, Old Broad st. Moss 
Billyard, Henry, Lincoln. Innkeeper. Aug 7 at 10 at offices of Toynbee 
and Larken, Bank st, Lincoln 
Booth, Jarvis, Wolverha.cpton. Stafford, Confectioner, Aug7 at 1) at 
offices of Barrow, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Browne, William Jarman, Worship st, Finsbury. Wine Merchant. Aug 
6 at 1! at offices of Howard, New Bridge st, Blackfriars 
Buckle, Eber, Long Crendon, suckingham, Baker. Aug 5 at 4 at the 
King’s Head Hotel, Aylesbury. Marshall, Linc»in's inn fields 
Cahill, David, Heneage st, Brick lane, Spitalfields, Bag Merchaat. Aug 
7 at 12 at offices of Buckland, Eistcheap 
Cain, James, Luton, Bedford, Blacksmith. Aug 12 at 11 at offices of 
Shepherd and Haward, Park st west, Loton 
Cant, George, Colchester, Essex, Fruiterer. Aug 13 at 12 at offices of 
Prior, Head st, Colchester 
Cartwright, Joseph, and Benjamin Cartwright, Gossett st, Bethnal 
green, Timber Merchants. Aug 6 at 12 at effices of Geaussent, New 
Broad st 
Cooper, Robert William, West Hartlepool, Durham, Tailor. Aug 11 at 
1 at offices of Bell, Church st, West Hartlepool 
Criswick, Theophilus, Swansea, Glamorgan, Colliery Propristor. Aug 
6 at 3 at offices of Smith and Co, Somerset place, Swansea 
Crook, Lawrence, Hevsham, Lancashire, Grocer. Aug 6 at I1 at 
offices of Welch, Castle hill, Lancaster 
Crowther, William, She'teld, Confectioner, Aug 11 at 12 at offices of 
Tattershall, Queen st, Sheffield 
Dick, George, Aldridge st, Walworth, Mantle Manufacturer’s A ssistant. 
Aug 10 at 1lat offices of Rogers, Circus place, Finsbury 
Edmunds, Ann, T'alywain, Monmouth, Grocer. Aug 6 at !2 at offices 
of Lloyd, Bank chambers, Newport 
Faire, Auguste, Holborn, Hairdresser, Aug 14 at 1 at offices of Cord- 
well, College hill, Cannon st 
Ford, John, Birmingham, Car Proprietor. Aug 6 at 12 at offices of 
Pointon, Edmu'd st, Birmingham 
Fowlie, John Coutts, Lesdenha!l st, Merchant. Aug 9 at 12 at offices 
of Murray and Co, Birchin lane 
Francis, Richard William, Bournemouth, Harts, Boarding House 
Keeper, Aug 9 at 3 at the Pembroke Hotel, Bournemouth. 
Trevanion, Poole, Dorset 
Gissey, Edwin, Perry Barr, Stxfford, Baker. Aug 10 at 11 at offices of 
Burton, Union passage, Birmingham 
Gittins, John, Bridgnorth, Salop, Builder. Aug 5 at 12,30 at offices of 
Batte, St Leonard’s churchyard, Bridgnorth 
Godtrey, Charles, Worship st, Finsbury, Wine Merchant. Aug 6 at 11 
at offices of Howard, New Bridge st, Blackfriars 
Graham, Alfred, and Richard Dodgson, Kenda}, Westmorland, Tohacco 
Manufacturers, Aug 10 at 12 at the Queen’s Hote!, Lime st, Liver- 
pool. Thomson and Wilson, Kendal 
Gra'z, Wilhelm Ros. Edgware rd, Dealer in Boots. Aug 3 at 10 at 
2, King’s rd, Bedfori row. Dobson, Laman st, E 
Hall, James, Fishponds, Gloucester, Boot Maker. Aug 7 at 11 at 
offices of Miller, Nicholas st, Bristol 
Harrison, John, Wickham rd, Lewisham, Gent. Aug 10 at 2 at offices 
of Stibbard and Cronshey, Fenchurch st 
Harrison, Walter Edward, Leicester, Insurance Agent. Aug 12 at 3 at 
offices of Shires, Marker st, Leicester 
Marrisun, William, West Hartlepool, Durham, Butcher, Aug 11 at 3 
at offices of Be], Church st, West Hartlepool 
Henn, Ann, Blechynden st, Latimer rd, Notting hill, no business, Aug 
17 at 2 at offices of Wolseley, Titchborne st, Edgware rd 
Hinks. James Plunkett, Brighton, Sussex, Boot Maker. Aug 21 at llat 
offices of Good man, Prince Albert st, Brighton 
Hobday, Edwin, Shrewsbury, Salop, Wire Worker. Aug 9 ai 11 at 
offices of Clarke, 3wan hill, Shrewsbury 
Holloway, Elizabeth Heath, Southampton, Whiting Manufacturer. Aug 
6 at 11 at offices of Edmonds and Co, High st,Southampton. Coxwell 
and Co, Southampton 
Hood, Edward, and Henry Knowles, Liverpool, Carriage Spring Manu- 
facturer. Aug 10 as 11 at offices of Carruthers, Clayton square, 
Liverpool 
Hornsby, John, Birmingham, Tailor, Aug 3 at 12 at offices of Fallows, 
Cherry st, Birmingham 
Horsburgh, Robert. Leeds, Jute Spinner. Aug 6 at 4 at officesof Barr 
and Co, South parade, Leeds 
Jones, David, Aberdare, Glamorgan, Builder. Aug 7 at 11 at offices of 
Howell, Canon st, Aberdare 
Kelly, Jeremiah Hubert, The Grove, Hammersmith, Doctor of Medi- 
cine. Aug 10 at 2 at offices of Michael, Great Winchester st 





Logan, Wiiliam Timmins, Southampton, Hants, Hotel Keeper, ‘hi 
at 12 at offices of Edmonds and Co, High st, Southampton, 
Tipton Bi 

Lyons, Jncob, York, Lead Merchant. Aug 9 at 1 at offices of 
St Helen’s square, York a 

Mann, John, Nottingham, Chemist. Aug 9 at 12 at offices of 
Fletcher gate, Nottingham = 

Mather, John Lawrence, Lime st, Restaurant Keeper. Aug 9 
offices of Hilbery, Crutched friars a 

Matthews Samuel, Exeter, Butcher, Aug 9 at 1 at offices of 
Gandy st, Exeter 

McBratney, John, Abergavenny, Monmouth, Draper. Aug li 
Offices of Shepard, Casiile st, Tredegar a 

Miller, Samuel Henry, Red hill, Surrey, Watch Maker. Augé gf 
offices of Howell, Cheapside 

Mitchell, Faulkner Swift, Albert rd, Croydon, Carpenter. Ang 
at offices cf Howell, Cheapside 

Moorhouse, Thomas, Rotherham, York, Cattle Dealer, Aug 10 at} 
offices of Willis, Church st, Rotherham 

Norris, Joxeph, Lydney, Glou cester, Ironmonger. Aug iO at lat 
Exchange, Bristol. Cooke, Gloucester 

Parish, Henry, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Builder. Aug 10 at llate 
Morgan, High st, Cardiff 

Pattison, Frederick, Darlington, Durham, Coach Builder. Aug@at 
at offices of Wilkes, Market place, Darlington 

Rackham, John Onesimus, Great Yarmouth, Norfolk, Labourer, 
10 at 12 at offices of Ferrier, Great Yarmouth 

Ranking, Harvey, and Augustus Ranking, St Helen’s place, Me 
Aug 19 at 3 at the Cannon st Hotel, Lawrance and Co, Old Jey 
chambers a 

Sidgley, Samuel, Holmefield, Sale, Cheshire, out of business, Aug 
at 3 at offices of Hinde and Co, Mount st, Manchester ‘ 

Sims, John, South st, Finsbury, Merchant. Aug 10 at 3 at of 
Keighley and Gething, Ironmonger lane 

Smith, James Sydney, Sutton, near Macclesfield, Painter. Aug 8; 
at the Queen’s Hotel, Water’s green, Macclestield. May R 

Stanton, David, Hornsey rd, BeerhouseKeoper. Aug 12 at Sat 
of Beard and son, Basinghall sit 

Strachan, John, New City chambers, Bishopsgate st within, East f 
Merchant. Aug 9 at 3 at offices of Waddell and Co, Queen 
st. Bradley, Mark lane é 

Styles, William, [sleworth, Middlesex, Boat Builder, Aug 10 at il 
offices of Barrett and Patey, London wall i 

Todd, Charles, Birmingham, Milkman. Aug 9 at 11 at offices of 
ton, Union passage, Birmingham j 

Trevor, David Joseph. Birmingham, Baker. Aug 6 at 3 at offliow 
Cheston, Moor st, Birmingham 

Tappen, George Harry, Brighton, Sussex, Licensed Victualler, Aug 
at 3 at offices of Nye, North st, Brighton 

Wadsworth, Hanson, and Thomas Wadsworth, Halifax, York, Slat 
Aug 9 at 1l at the Brown Cow Hotel, Halifax. Storey, Ch 
Halifax : 

Wainwright, Abraham, Merton rd, Wandsworth, Fly Proprietor. & 
12 at 4 at 51, Chancery lane. Nickinson and Co \ 

Walters, Mary, Hendy, Lianeld, Grocer. Aug 12 at 11 at 
Home, Vaughan st, Lianelly 

Warrener, Rev R»bert, Nelson square, Peckham. Aug 4 at 12 at! 
len’s Ho'el , Ironmonger lane, King on 

Wight, William, Kingswinford, Stafford, Furnace Manager. Ang 7 
11 at offices of Waldron, High st, Brierley hill 4 

Williams, Richard, Bread st, Commission Agent. Aug 11 at 12 af 
of Plunkett, Gutter lane te 


UNERAL REFORM.— The exorbitant 

of the Undertaker’s bill have Jong operated as an oppressivel 
apon all classes of the community. With a view of applying aremel 
to this serious evil the LONDON NECROPOLIS COMPANY, 
opening their extensive cemetery at Woking, held themselves p 
to undertake the whole duties relating to interments at fix 
moderate scales of charge, from which survivors may choose ace 
to their means and the requirements of the case. The Company 
undertakes the conduct of Funerals to other cemeteries, and to all 
of the United Kingdom. A pamphlet containing full particulars 
be obtained, or will be forwarded, upon application to the Chief 0 
Lancaster-place Strand, W.C. 
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BY SPECIAL ApeCLNSunET. 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial 

Corporation of London, &c. 

SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN’S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS, 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


YATES & ALEXANDER, 
PRINTERS, LITHOGRAPHERS, STATIONED 


ETC. 
SYMONDS INN, 22, CHANCERY-LANE, 
LONDON. 





Every description of Printing. 
Chancery Bills and Answers Catalogues 


Magazines 


Appeals 

Parliamentary Minutes 
Books Newspai 
Pamphiets Circulars 


Reports Posters 
Rules Handbills, &¢., &¢s 
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